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SOCIAL SERVICES PROPOSALS

FRIDAY, AUGUST 18, 1978

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
oF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in Room
1114, Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable Daniel Patrick
Moynihan (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Moynihan, Long, Gravel, Curtis and Danforth.

[The committee press release announcing this hearing and the bills
H.R. 12973 and S. 3148 follow :]

PRESS RELEASE
FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ABSISTANCE ANNOUNCES HEARINGS ON SOCIAL
SERVICES PROPOSALS

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.), Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Assistance of the Finance Committee, announced that a
public hearing will be held on H.R. 12973, a bill which increases the permanent
celling on Federal funding of the title XX program from its present $2.5 billlon
level to $2.9 billion for fiscal 1979, to $3.15 billion in fiscal 1980, and to $3.45 bil-
Hon in and after fiscal 1981. The bill also amends other aspects of the social
services program. The hearing will also address S. 3148, which contains the
Administration’s proposed legislation, and other proposals related to the social
services program. The hearing will be on August 18, 1978. The hearing will
begin at 10 a.m. and will be held in Room 1114, Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Senator Moynihan observed that “Title XX of the Social Security Act em-
bodies the principal source of federal support for social services. The expendi-
ture ceiling for that important program has remained at $2.5 billion since 1972,
Had it risen apace with inflation, it would now exceed $3.6 billion. It is little
wonder that State and local governments, and other providers of these useful
services, are now demanding an increase.

“The Finance Committee has already approved an increase to $2.7 billion in
the permanent ceiling. The Administration has asked for a one year increase of
$150 million. The House of Representatives recently passed a significantly larger,
multi-year increase that includes some changes in the operation of the program.

“It ig clear to me that before the 95th Congress comes to an end we must take
some action. But before doing so we should seek clearer answers to some import-
ant questions, Is the current distribution formula an equitable one? What is the
relationship between Title XX, welfare reform, and fiscal relief? What changes, 1t
any, should be made at this time in the operation of the program?

“The hearing on August 18 will offer us a needed opportunity to explore these
and related issues, to hear from the Administration, and to consider the views
of public witnesses interested in this matter.”

Witnesses who desire to testify at the hearing should submit a written request
to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227 Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510 by no later than the close of
business on Monday, August 14, 1978.

Consoliated testimony.—Senator Moynihan also stated that the Subcommittee
urges all witnesses who have a common position or with the same general interest
to consolidate their testimony and designate a single spokesman to present their

(1)
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common viewpoint orally to the Subcommittee. This procedure will enable the
Subcommittee to recelve a wider expression of views than it might otherwise
obtain. The Chairman urged very strongly that all witnesses exert a maximum
effort to consolidate and coordinate their statements. .

Legislative Reorganization Act.—Senator Moyniban stated that the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 19846, as amended, requires all witnesses appearing
before the Committees of Congress “to file in advance written statements of
. their proposed testimony, &nd to limit their oral presentatfons to brief sum-
marles of thefr argument.”

Witnesses scheduled to testify must comply with the following rules:

(1) A copy of the statement must be flled by the close of business two days
before the day the witness Is scheduled to testify.

(2) All witnesses must include with thelr written statement & summary of
the principal points included in the statement.

(3) The written statements must be typed on letter-size paper (not legal size)
and at least 75 coples must be submitted by the close of business the day before
the witness is scheduled to testify.

(4) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Committee, but
are to confine their ten-minute oral presentation to a summary of the points
included in the statement,

(5) Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for oral presentation.

Written testimony.—Senator Moynihan stated that the Subcommittee would
be pleased to receive written testimony from those persons or organizations who
wish to submit statements for the record. Statements submitted for inclusion
in the record should be typewritten, not more than 25 doublespaced pages in
length and mailed with five (5) copies by August 28, 1978, to Michael Stern, Staff
Director, Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20510.



== H. R. 12973

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JoLy 27 (legislative day, May 17), 1978
Read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

AN ACT

To amend title XX of the Social Security Act to increase the

entitlement ceiling and otherwise provide for an expanded

" social semces Pprogram, to promote consultation and coopera-

S - - T O CO

tive efforts among States, localities, and other local public
and private agencies to coordinate services, to extend cer-
tain provisions of Public Law 94-401, and for other purposes,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in. Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Bocial Services Amend-
-ments of 1978, :

INCREASE IN AMOUNTS ALLOCATED TO STATES

Sec. 2. (a) Section 2002 (a) (2) (A) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out “$§,500,000,000”

8¢
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and inserting in lieu thereof “the dollar figure determined

under subparagrapk (E) for such fiscal year”.

(b) Section 2002 (a) (2) of such Act is further amended

by adding at the end thereof the following new subparagraph:

“(E) The dollar figure in effect under subparagraph

(A) for any fiscal year beginning on or after October 1,
1978, shall be equal to the dollar figure in effect under such
subparagraph for the preceding fiscal year, increased—

“(i) in the case of any fiscal year to which clause
(ii) does not apply, i)y an amount equal to 16 percent
of the dollar figure which would have‘been in effect
under such subparagraph for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1978, if section 3(a.) of Public Law
94-401 bad not been enacted, or

“(ii) in the case of any fiscal year immediately .
following & fiscal year for which the dollar figure in
effect under subparagraph (A) exceeded the dollar
figure referred to in clanse (i), by an amount equal to
75 percent of the amount specified in such clause (62.5

percent of such amount in the case of the first such

year) ;

22 except that in no case shall the dollar figure in effect under
23 subparagraph (A) exceed $3,450,000,000 for any fiscal

24 year.”.
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CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS
SEC. 3. (a) Section 2004 of the Social Security Act is
amended by inserting “(a)” after “SEc. 2004.”, and by
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:
“(b) A State’s comprehensive services program plan-
ning does not meet the requirements of this section unless,

prior to the publication of the proposed comprehensive serv-

“ices program plan in accordance with subsection (a), the

State official designated under paragraph (2) of that sub-
section gives public notice of his intent to consult with the
chief elected officials of the politicsi subdivisions of the State
in the development of that plan, and thereafter provides each
such official with a reasonable opportunity to present his
views prior to the publication of the plan.”.
(b) Paragraph (2) of section 2004 (a) of such Act
(as so designated by subsection (a) of this section) is
amended—
(1) by striking out “and” at the end of subpara-
graph (I) ;
(2) by striking out “; and” at the end of subpara-
graph (J) and inserting in lieu thereof *, and”; and
(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new
subparagraph:
“(K) a description of the process of consultation

that was followed in compliance with subsection (b)
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of this section; and a summary of the principal views
oxpressed by the chief elected officials of the political
subdivisions of the State in the course of that consulta-
tion; and”.
(¢) Section 2007 of such Actis amended—

(1) by striking out “‘, and” at the end of paragraph
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon; ‘

(2) by striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (2) and inserting in lien thereof ““; and ”’; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(3) the term ‘political subdivisions of the Statc’
means those areas of the State that are subject to the
jurisdiction of general purpose local governments.”.

MULTIYEAR PLAN

SEc. 4. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 2004 (a) of the

Social Security Act (as so designated by section 3 (a) of

this Act) is amended to read as follows:

““(1) the beginning of the fiscal year of either the
Federal Government or the State government is estab-
lished as the boginning of the State’s services program
period, and the end of such fiscal year or the succeeding
fiseal year is established as the end of the State’s services
program period; and”.

(b) Section 2004 (a) of such Act (as so designated) is
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amended by adding at the end thereof (nfter and helow

paragraph (5) ) the following sentence:
“In any case where a State’s services program period
extends for two fiscal years (as permitted under paragraph
(1)), such State’s services programs planning meets the
requirements of this section ouly if its compreliensive services
program plan also provides that additional public comment
on such plan will be accepted for a period of at least forty-
five days immediately preceding-the beginning of the second
such fiscal year.”.

(c) Section 2004 (a) of such Act (as so designated) is
further amended—

(1) by striking out “services program year” each
place it appears and inserting in.Jieu thereof “services
program period”’;

(2) by striking out “annual” in paragraph (2) (in
the matter precediug subparagraph (A)) and in para-
graph (4) ; and

(3) by striking out “during that year” in para-
graph (2) (in the matter preceding subparagraph (A))
and inserting in lieu thereof “during that period”.

EXTENSION OF SPECIAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO CHILD
DAY CARE SERVICES AND PROVISIONS RELATING TO
ALCOHOLICS AND DRUG ADDICTS _
Sec. 5. (a) The amount of the limitation which is

imposed by section 2002 (a) (2) (A) and (E) of the Social
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Security Act as amended by section 2 of this Act, and
which is otherwise applicable to any State for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1979, shall be reduced to the
extent necessary to assure that the amount of such limita-
tion (for such fiscal year) does not exceed an amount equal
to (1) the maximum dollar amount of the limitation (im-
posed by such section 2002 (a) (2) (A)) which would be
applicable to such State for such fiscal year (without regard
to the amendments made by section 2 of this Act) if
section 3 (a) of Public Law 94-401 had been extended so
as to apply in the case of such fiscal year, plus (2) an
amount equal to the sum of (A) the total amount of
expenditures (i) which are made during such fiscal year
in connection with the provision of any child day care
service, and (ii) with respect to which payment is author-
ized to be made to the State under title XX of such Act for
such fiscal year, and (B) the aggregate ?f the amounts of
the grants, made by the State during such fiscal year, to
which the provisions of section 3(c) (1) of Public Law
94-401 are applicable.

(b) Section 3 (b) of Public Law 94-401 is amended by
inserting after “‘the provisions of such subsection” the follow-
ing: “, or which become payable to any State for the fiscal

year ending September 20, 1979, by reason of section 2 of
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the Social Services Amendments of 1978 (but not in excess
of the amount described in section 5 {a) (2) of such Amend-
ments),”.

(c) (1) Section 7(a) (3) of Public Law 93-647 is
amended by striking out “October 1, 1978” and inserting in
lieu thereof “October 1, 1979,

(2) (A) Section 3(c) (1) of Public Law 94401 is
amended by inserting after “fiscal year specified in subsec-
tion (a),” the following: “or during the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1979 (but not in excess of the amount de-
scribed in section 5(a) (2) of the Social Services Amend-
ments of 1978),”.

(B) Section 3(c¢) (2) (A) of Public Law 94401 is
amended—

(i) by inserting “(i)” after “the amount, if any,
by which”’; and

(i) by inserting after “such fiscal period or year,”
the following: “or (ii) the aggregate of the sums (as
so described) granted by any State during the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1979, exceeds the amount
by which such State’s limitation for that fiscal year is
increased pursuant to section 2 of the Social Services

Amendments of 1978 (but not in excess of the amount

described in section 5 (a) (2) of such Amendments),”. -
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(3) (A) Bection 3(d) (1) of Public Law 94401 is
amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof
the following: “, and during the fiscal year cnaing Septem-
ber 30, 1979 (but not in excess of the amount described in
section 5(n) (2) of the Socinl Services Amendments of
1978).

(B) Section 3(d) (2) of Public Law 94-401 is
amended— '

(i) Dy striking out “either such fiscal year” in tho
matter preceding subparagraph (A) and inserting in
lieu thercof “any such fiscal year”’; and -

(i) by striking out subparagraph -(A) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following:

“(A) the amount hy which the limitation (imposed
hy section 2002 (a) (2) of such Act) which is appli-
cable to such State for such fiscal year is. increased
pursuant to subscction (a) or pursuant to section 2 of
the Social Services Amendments of 1978, over”.

(4) Section 50B (a) (2) (B) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (definition of Federal welfare recipient em-

ployment incentive expenses) is amended. By striking out

“Qctober 1, 1978” and inserting i1 licu thereof “October 1,

1979,
(5) Section 5 (b) of Public Law 94-401 is amended hy
striking out ‘“‘September 30, 1978” and “October 1, 1978"
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and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“September 30, 1979” and
“October 1, 1979”, respectively.

(8) Section 4 (¢) of Public Law 94-120 is amended by
striking out_‘““only for the,period” and all that follows and
inserting in licu.thereof “from and after October 1, 1975.”.

EMERGENOY SHELTER

SEc. 6. Section 2002 (a) (11) of the Social Security
Act is amended— 0

{1) by striking out “and” at the end of subpara-
graph (0) ; o

(2) by striking out the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (D) and inserting in lieu thereof *“; and”;
wnd N

(8) by adding at the end thereof the following
uew subparsgraph:. . :

“(E) any expenditure for-the provision of emer-
gency “shelter, for not in -excess of thirty days in any
six-month period, provided as a protective service to an
adui: in- danger of physical or mental injury, neglect,
maltreatment, or exploitation.”. . ’

' BOCIAL SERVICES FUNDING FOR TERBITORIAL
JURISDICTIONS

Skc. 7. (a) Section 2002 (a) (2) of the Social Secu-

rity Act is amended by striking out subparagraphs (C)



1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9

10
1
12

13
14

15
16
by
18
19
20
21
22
23

12

- 10
and (D) and inserting in lien thereof the following new
subparagraph:

“(C) (i) From the amounts made available under
section 2001 for any fiscal year beginning with the fiscal
year 1979, the Secretary shall allocate to the jurisdictions of
Puerto Rico, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the

, Virgin Islands for purposes of payments under sections
3(a) (4) and (5), 403 (a) (3), 1003 (a) (3) and (4),
1403 (a) (3) and (4), and 1603 (a) (4) and (5) with
respect to services, in addition to any amounts available
under section 1108, the applicable dollar amounts specified
in or determined under clause (ii).

“(ii) The dollar amounts to be allocated to the juris-
dictions of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands,
and the Virgin Islands under clause (i)—

“(I) in the case of the fiscal year 1979, shall be
$15,000,000, $500,000, $100,000, and $500,000,
respectively ;

“(II) in the case of the fiscal year 1980 or any
subsequent fiscal year, shall be amounts each of which
bears ihe same ratio to the corresponding dollar amount
specified in subdivision (I) of this clause as the dollar

amount in effect under subparagraph (A) for that
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fiscal year (as specified in subparagraph (D)) bears to

$2,900,000,000.”.

(b) (1) The last sentence of section 2001 of such Act
is amended by inserting before the period at the end thereof
the following: “(and to territorial jurisdiction as described
in subsection (a) (2) (C) thereof) .

(2) Subparagraph (E) of section 2002 (a) (2) of such
Act (as added by section 2 (b) of this Act) is redesignated
as subparagraph (D) ; and such subparagraph as so re-
designated is further amended by striking out “except that
in no case” in the matter following clause (ii) and inserting
in lieu thereof “‘except that the dollar figure determined
under the preceding provisions of this subparegraph for any
fiscal year shall be reduced by the sum of the amounts to be
allocated to the territorial jurisdictions for that fiscal year
under subparagraph (C), and in no case”.

(B) The first sentence of section 2002 (a) (2) (A) of
such Act (as amended by section 2(a) of this Act) is
amended by striking out “(E)” and inserting in lien
thereof “ (D) .

TECHNIOAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

SBO. 8. (s) Section 2002(s) (3).(B) of the Social

Becurity Act is amended—

35~906 0 ~ 79 - 2
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(1) by striking out “annual”; and
(2) by striking out “2004 (2). (B) and (C)” and
inserting in lieu thereof “2004 (a) (2) (B) and (C)”.
(b) Section 2008 (b) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing out “‘services program year” each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “services program period”.
(c) The last sentence of section 2003 (d) (1) of such
Act is amended by striking out “2004(1)” and “services
program year” and inserting in lieu thereof “2004 (a) (1)”
and “services program period”’, respectively.
(d) Section 2003 (e) (1) of such Act is amended by
striking out “subsection (g)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“subsection (d)”.

(e) Section 2005 of such Act is amended by striking

.out “services program year’” and inserting in lieu thereof

“services program period”.

(f) Bection 1108 (a) of such Act is amended by strik-
ing out “2002 (a) (2) (D)” in the matter preceding para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof “2002 (a) (2) (C) ”.

EFFECTIVE DATE - . S

SEC. 9. This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall be cffective with respect to fiseal years be-
ginning after September 30, 1978; except that the amend-
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ments made by section 3 shall be effective, in the case of
any State that has published a proposed comprehensive
services plan for the fiscal year 1979, only with respect to
its next succeeding comprehensive services plan.
Passed the House of Representatives July 25, 1978.

Attest: EDMUND L. HENSHAVW, JR,,
Clerk.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Mayx 25 (legislative day, May 17), 1978

Mr. MoyN1uaN introduced the following bill ; which was read twice and referred

to the Committee on Finance

A BILL

To amend title XX of the Social Security Act to provide for

™ W N

an expanded social services program, to promote consulta-
tion and cooperative efforts among States, localities, and other
local public and private agencies to coordinate services, to
extend certain provisions of Public Law 94401, and for
other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the “Social Services Amend-

ments of 1978”,
II
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TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XX OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT RELATED TO EX-
PANDED SERVICES AND SPECIAL NEEDS
APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION FOR GRANTS TO STATES
FOR SERVICES IN AREAS OF SPECIAL NEED
SEc. 101. (a) Section 2001 of the Social Security Act
is amended by striking out “the purpose of encouraging each
State, as far as practicable under the conditions in that State,
to furnish services” and inserting instead the following: “the
purpose of encouraging each State, as far as practicable un-
der'the conditions in that State, to furnish services within
the State, and especially within the political subdivisions of
the State having a special need for those services,”.
(b) Section 2004 (2) (D) of the Act is amended to
read as follows:

“(D) the geographic areas in which those services
are to be provided, with specific reference to those
areas determined to be areas of special need for such serv-
ices, the nature and amount of the services to be pro-
vided in each geographic area, and the criteria used to
determine such nature and amount for each geographic

area,”.
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INOREASE IN AMOUNT ALLOOATED TO STATES

8e0. 102. Section 2002 (a) (2) (A) of the Socigl Se-
curity Act is amended by striking out “$2,500,000,000”
and inserting instead ““$2,650,000,000".

CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL OFFIOIALS

Sec. 103. (a) (1) Section 2004 of the Social Security
Act is redesignated as section 2004 (a), and (2) there is
added at the end thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) A State’s comprehensive services program plan
does not meet the requirements of this section unless, prior
to its publication in accordance with subsection (a), the
State official designated under paragraph (2) of that sub-
section gives public notice of his intent to consult with the
chief elected officials of the political subdivisions of the State
in the development of that plan, and thereafter provides each
such official with a reasonable opportunity to present his
views prior to the publication of the plan.”.

(b) Paragraph (1) of section 2004 (a) of the Bocial
Security Act (as redesignated by subsection (a) (1) of this
section) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (I), by striking out “and”,
(2) in subparagraph (J), by striking out ““; and”

and inserting “, and "’ instead and
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(3) by adding at the end of that paragraph the
following new subparagraph:

“(K) a description of the process of consulta-
tion that was followed in compliance with subsec-
tion (b) of this section, and a summary of the
principal views expressed by the chief elected of-
ficial of the political subdivisions of the State in the
course of that consultation; and”. ‘

(¢) Section 2007 is amended (1) by striking out the
period at the end of pa-igraph (2) and inserting , and”
instead, and (2) by adding at the end thereof the following -
new paragraph:

“(8) the term ‘political subdivisions of the State’
means those areas of the State that are subject to the
jurisdiction of general purpose local governments.”.

MULTIYEAR PLAN

Sro. 104. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 2004 (a) of
the Social Security Aot (as redesignated by section 103 (a)
(1) of this Act) is amended to read as follows: ,

“{1) the beginning of the fiscal year of either the
Federal government or the State government is estab-
lished as the beginning of the State’s services program
period, and the end of such fiscal year, the succeeding

fiscal year, or the second succeeding fiscal year is estab-
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lished as the end of the State’s services program period;

and”.

(b) (1) Section 2004 (a) of the Aet is further amended
by striking out “services program year” each place it appears
and inserting instead ‘“‘services program period”; (2) by
striking out “annual” in paragraph (2) (in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A)) and paragraph (4); and, in
paragraph (2) in the matter preceding subparagraph (A),
striking out “during that year” and inserting “during that
period” instead.

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS OF
PUBLIC LAW 94401

8eo. 201. (a) Section 3 of Public Law 94-401 is
amended—

(1) by striking out “and the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1978,” in the matter preceding para-
graph (1) of subsection (a) and inserting instead “and
the next two succeeding fiscal years,”;

(2) by striking out “such fiscal year” and all that
follows in subsection (a) (1) (B), and inserting instead
“each such fiscal year, or”’; ‘

(3) by striking out “or either such fiscdl year” in
subsection (a) (2), and inserting instead “or any such
fiscal year”;

8.3148—2
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(4) by striking out “or either fiscal year” in sub-
sections (b), (c) (1), and (c) (2) (A), and inserting
instead in each instance “‘or each such fiscal year”;

(5) by striking out “or the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1978” in subsection (d) (1), and inserting
instead “and each of the next two succeeding fiscal
years”; and

(6) by striking out “for either such fiscal year” in
subsection (a) (2), and inserting instead “for each such
fiscal year”.

(b) Bection 5(b) of Public Law 94-401 is amended by
striking out “September 30, 1978” and “October 1, 1978”
and inserting instead “September 30, 1979” and “October 1,
1979”, respectively.

(¢)- Section 6 of Public Law 94401 is amended by
striking out everything after “is amended” and inserting
instead the following: “to read as follows:

“‘(c) The amendments made by this section shall be
cffective after September 30, 1975.” 7.

~ (d) Section 7 (a) (3) of Public Law 93-647 is amended
by striking out “October 1, 1978” aﬁd inserting instead
“October 1, 1979”,
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TITLE III—-MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO
TITLE XX OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
EMERGENCY SHELTER

SEc. 301. Bection 2002 (a) (11) of the Bocial Security
Act is amended by striking out “and” at the end of subpara-
graph (C), by striking out the period at the end of subpera-
graph (D) and inserting instead “; and”, and by adding at
the end thereof the following new subparagraph:

“(E) any expen'diture for the provision of emer-
gency shelter, for not in excess of thirty days in any six
month period, provided as a protective service to an
adult in danger of physical or mental injury, neglect,
maltreatment, or exploitation.”.

TITLE XX FUNDING FOR TERRITORIES

SEc. 302. (a) Bection 2001 of the Social Security Act,
as amended by section 101 of this Act, is redesignated as
section 2001 (a) and is further amended by adding at the
end of the following new subsection:

““(b) There are authorized to be appropriated $16,100,-
000 for fiscal year 1979, and for each fiscal year thereafter,
from which the Secretary shall allocate to the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico $15,000,000, to the jurisdiction of Guam
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$500,000, to the Commoxfivealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands $100,000, and to the jurisdiction of the Virgin Is-
lands $500,000, for purposes of payments under sections

" 3(a) (4) and (5), 403 (a) (3), 1003 (a) (3) and (4),

1403 (a) (8) and (4), and 1603 (8) (4) and (5) with
respect to services.”.

(b) Section 2002 (a) (2) of that Act is amended by
deleting subparagraph (C) and (D).

TITLE IV—-CONFORMING AMENDMENTS;

EFFECTIVE DATE
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

SEc. 401. (a) Section 3 (a) of Public Law 94-401 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“(3) For purposes of this subsection the limita-
tion imposed by section 2002 (a) (2) of the Social Se-
curity Act shall be determined without regard to its
amendment by the Social Services Amendments of
1978.”.

{b) (1) Section 2003 (e) of the Social Security Act is
amended by striking out “subsection (g)” and inserting
instead “subsection (d)”; (2) the last sentence of section
2003 (d) (1) of the Act is amended by striking out “section
2004 (1)” and inserting instead ‘“‘section 2004 (a) (1)”;
and (3) section 1108 (a) of the Act is amended by striking
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out “Except as provided in se‘ction 2002 (a) (2) (D) and
inserting instead “Except as provided in section 2001 (c) ”.
EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 402. (a) This Act is effective with respect to ap-
propriations for fiscal years beginning after September 30,
1978, except that the amendments made by section 103 shall
be effective, in the case of a State that has published a pro-
posed comprehensive services plan for fiscal year 1979, only
with respect to its next succeeding comprehensive services
plan.

(b) The amendment made by section 102 shall cease to
be effective with respect to appropriations for fiscal years
beginning after fiscal year 1982, and section 2002 (a) (2)
(A) of the Social Security Act shall read, with respect to
appropriations for fiscal year 1983 and succeeding fiscal

years, as if such amendment had not been made.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Good morning, a very pleasant good morning
to you all. This is a hearing called, as you know, by the Subcommittee
on Public Assistance to consider the administration’s proposals and
the House of Representatives’ disposition on social services subsumed
under title 20 of the Social Security Act. The origins of this program
are the subject of that marvelous book, Martha Derthick’s “Uncon-
trollable Spending for Social Services Grants.” It is really one of the
classic studies of this phenomenon.

I have a brief opening statement which I will state as briefly as I
can. On May 25, as chairman of this subcommittee, I introduced S.
3148 on behalf of the administration; this bill contains the proposals
the administration has made for a somewhat limited increase in title
20 funds which have been frozen in amount for some years now.
There has been an actual diminishment in title XX’s buying power
since 1972, in point of fact.

I am disposed to be generous in this matter, as I think all members
of the committee are. I know Senator Curtis is. But we have a problem
which I would hope that both the administration and some of the
advocates of this proposal would deal with, and that is that once again
we have failed to obtain welfare reform. The House of Representatives
is the body that must initiate this legislation and it has failed to do so.
This failure is certainly not intentional and is not the responsibility
of anybody in particular, but the administration set out to do this, and
it has not been able to do it, and the House hasn’t been able to do
it, and yet this is the reform that would give money to poor people.
And somehow that bill doesn’t pass. What bills seem to pass are the
bills that give money to people who aren’t poor but who provide serv-
ices to those who are. And this is a pattern which I think we have to be
careful about.

Ip my city of New York one of the largest things that contributed
to the near gankruptcy and effective insoﬁrency of the largest city in
this Nation has been the cost of the welfare population, both direct and
indirect. It has been staggering—a million people now for a decade.
And yet because of the fiscal crisis that came about, we have frozen
welfare payments, starting in 1975, and there was only a very small
increment in the year before, such that since 1974 the effective income
of welfare families in New York City has dropped by 28 percent.

Now, if anyone came along and propused to cut welfare anmgnts
28 percent, people would think it horrible, inconceivable, but right
there in New York City it has happened. It has happened in front
of our eyes. And yet, I find no legislation that will help the welfare
recipient. I find legislation that will help the provider of services.
And if you will permit this Madisonian to think there may be some
connection between one thing and the other, it is a fact that the welfare
profession has provided over a shocking erosion of welfare payments
and said little about it, a curious silence after years of invoking the
fear of right wing reactionaries who might come in and have a 10 per-
cent across the board cut. There has been a 30 percent cut, as 1t were,
presided over by the people responsible.

The income of the dispensers of welfare has not dropped 28 percent
in the last 4 years, and had it done, you would hear a lot more. )

Well, T am not going to keep you, but inasmuch as one of the things
that has interested persons in this room and others are the Federal
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Interagency Daycare Requirements, I am going to put into the record
the summary of a recent HEW report on The Appropriateness of
the Federal Interagency Daycare Requirements, produced by the Oftice.
of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. But first allow
me to read a sentence or two from it.

If you would like to know about the illiterates you are governed by,
listen to this, The subject is “Caregiver qualifications,” one word, care-
giver, “Limited research data exists on the differential effects of vari-
ous types of education, credentials, experience, and inservice, training
on caregiver, behavior. Research data and expert opinion reveal, how-
ever, that (1) specific caregiving skills are needed to support the well-
being of the child; (2) training can be used to develop these skills; and
(3) training is essential to refine and improve current caregiver per-
formance in all modes of care.”

What illiteracy. Would you dare consign a child to the care of some-
one who would write something like this?

Aren’t you embarrassed, Mr. Secretary ? Come on.

Mr. CaamrioN. I guess.

Senator Moy~IHAN. Relax. Good.

Mr. CuampioN. Oh, 1

Senator Moy~N1naN. You don’t write like that.

Mr. CuampioN. You also know I am not easily embarrassed.

Senator Moyn~1iaN. And you’re not easily embarrassed. [General
laughter.]

Let me ask you. Would you like a translation, sir ?

Senator Curtis. Yes.

Senator MoyN1HAN, “Limited research data exists on the differen-
tial effects of various types of educational, credentials, experience, and
inservice training.” That's translated to mean they don’t know one God
damned thing about it, not a thing. This is just explaining that they
have never been able to find any correlation between one thing and
another in this field.

Is there anyone here who would like to say otherwise or have I suid
something wrong?

[ No response.

Senator Moy~N1maN, What this says is that research has not been able
to find that anything has any predictable effect one way or the other,
but still they are going to go ahead and do it.

It is appalling. Still, Mr. Secretary, I'm not trying to bother you,
but I didn’t know we were going to get this this morning. It’s been a
long week, and I was sitting down to listen, to hear you. You are a
clear, intelligent, and capable man, and this junk, this disgrace, I mean,
is it possible that one reason we didn’t get welfare reform is that the
Assistant Secretary spent his time writing this stuff. Why couldn’t he
say we haven’t been able to prove any relationships in this field, don’t
know much about it, and the people who provide care—caregiver
behavior, oh, oh, civilization is doomed. [ General laughter.]

Senator Curris. Mr. Chairman, I have enjoyed your remarks, and I
think they are significant and something that we should give attention
to.

Title 20 goes back to 1962. Tt would be my hope that if we can’t do it
out of these hearings today, that we can set in motion something that
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will give us an appraisal of what we have accomplished and the rela-
tion of one activity under title 20 to the other, so we might determine
our priorities and improve the program in the future, and I welcome
you, Mr, Secretary, here, and look forward to the hearings.

Senator MoyN1HAN. May I just take one additional moment to say
that there was a time when we were all somewhat divided in our
responses when we learned in the press that Mr. Champion might be
leaving his present job to take over the Social Security system. Cer-
‘tainly, he was certainly needed there, and so we all felt very pleased
about that. But then he changed his mind and decided to stay where
he is, and we felt pleased about that. So what we need is two of you.
Mr. Secretary, and good morning, and would you proceed.

[The prepared statement of Senator Gravel and the summary of
Federal Interagency Daycare Requirements follow :]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR GBAVEL

I have a statement I would like to have included in the hearing record.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, Senator Dole and I have introduced legislation
to raise the entitlement for title XX over a three year period. Senators Hatha-
way and Matsunaga have cosponsored this legislation, as have 10 other senators.
Similar legislation passed the House overwhelmingly, and it is not surprising
that it did. Since 1972 the Federal share of social service program funding has
been capped at $2.5 billion. Almost every state will reach its ceiling allotment
by the end of this fiscal year.

Those states that have been at their celling have cut back services and in some
cases decreased the eligible population. This is not surprising since inflation has
wreck with the financing of this program. The OPI has increased 44.9
percent Since 1972, when the ceiling was imposed. Therefore, only half of the
services that could be bought in 1972 can be bought in 1978.

This program is & success and as such has experienced increased demands both
in terms of expanded services and people needing services. I think its time to
increase the funding cefling and allow this program to function without severe
budget and planning constaints.

The history of Federal involvement with the social service programs has been
consiatently supportive. Partisan politics have not dissipated the support for
strong social service programs designed to meet the myriad needs of the vulner-
able people in our population. Unlike other Federal matching programs, social
service programs have always enjoyed a larger Federal participation.

By 1072, the Federal participation in these programs had mushroomed and
no leveling of Federal effort was anticipated. Congress reacted reasonably to
this situation by imposing a ceiling on the Federal investment in the soclial serv-
ice programs. At the same time, Congress reiterated its overall support for com-
prehensive services to assist the indigent and vulnerable by maintaining its per-
centage share of funding.

In 1975, Congress improved the soclal service programs by creating Title XX,
which consolidated a plethora of soclal service programs under one title. The
need for supportive services regardless of income was recognized in the broad-
ened eligibility criteria included in Title XX.

Without doubt, the developing Title XX program is one of the most humani-
tarian programs on the books and it 18 one of the most successful. Who can deny
the personal and economic benefit helping the elderly remain independent and
live thelr last years with dignity? Title XX provides this assistance. Who would
deny innocent children who are the victims of violence and abuse protective
services? Who would deny their families the counseling necessary to cope with
domestic violence? Title XX provides these services. Who would deny the
mentally retarded an opportunity to live outside an institution, in a self-suffi-
clent environment? Title XX provides this opportunity.

To be sure many of us either because of income or because we enjoy stable,
healthy lives, will never need Title XX services. But for those less fortunate
these services are the helping hand we all recognize can make the difference
between an institutionalized existence and a self-sufficient life.
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From an economic viewpoint I would rather spend my tax dollars on prevent-
ing institutionalization, welfare dependence, criminal prosecutions, custody bat-
tles, family dissolution, etc. than aggravate the social and economic costs of sub-
sidizing the above.

Congress, I think, agrees with me, As I stated earlier we have consistently
assetrted our strong support for the Title XX programs and our sensitivity to the
cruzial need for these services. Its time for us to once again examine our com-
mitment to Title XX because it is no longer functioning in an acceptable
manner.

When we imposed a $2.5 billlon ceiling on Federal participation in the Title
XX programs it was assumed that states would have some flexibiilty to expand
and improve their social service programs. Three years later, when Title XX
was written the ceiling remained, although the scope of the program expanded.
With the increased demand on the program in terms of services, eligible popula-
tion, and inflation the current ceiling is no longer relevant. Our social mores
have changed since 1972. Divorce is on the rise, domestic abuse is out of the
closet, and unemployment is critically high. These phenomena have contributed
to an increased need for services. But the need cannot be approached, let alone
satisfied, when the Federal funding share now buys only half the services it
bought in 1972.

Almost every State has reached its maximum allocation under the Title XX
formula. This means the Title XX administering agencies must begin to curtail
services and/or limit the people who will receive services. In addition, the
providers of services can no longer involve the community in designing a long-
range program of services to meet the local community’s needs. At this point,
planning is an exercise of distributing insufficlent resources among critical social
services. The situation will not get better, until we lift the Federal funding
ceiling for Title XX,

Senator Dole and I are proposing a staggered three year increase in the
ceiling: $200 million in fiscal year 1979, $250 million in fiscal year 1980 and
$300 million in fiscal year 1981. By 1981 the ceiling on Federal participation in
Title XX will be $3.45 billion. These increases fall short of matching 6 years of
inflation as measured by the Consumer Price Index, which has increased 44.9
percent since 1972, but they will reinstate effective service programs.

The First year of increased funding will begin to reestablish some of the
lapsed social service programs and encourage extending services to the entire
Title XX population, With the knowledge of second and third year funding
increases, administering agencies can satisfy the planning requirements of Title
XX by involving the community in creating a mixture of services designed to
meet the specitic needs of that population.

I have not discussed this legislation with anyone who has not admitted the
necessity of raising the Title XX funding ceflirig. In the House of Representa-
tives, 180 members cosponsored similar legislation introduced by Representa-
tives Keys and Fraser. In June the House overwhelmingly approved the three
year increases. In addition some of the most representative public interest groups
have endorsed this legistation including, the National Governors Association, the
National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of Social Workers, the National Association of Re-
tarded Citizens, the National Council on Aging, the AFL-CIO, Goodwill Indus-
tries, Epilepsy Foundation of America, the Appalachian Child Development
Advocates, the National Association of Retired Persons, the League of Women
Voterz, and the Easter Seal Society.

THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE FEDERAY, INTERAGENCY DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS
REPORT OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
U.8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
BEXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Day care has become an increasingly important part of family life in the
United States. Today, 11 million children under the age of 14 spend a substantial

part of their week in childcare arrangements. How they spend their time in
these formative years is a legitimate concern of the public and of public policy.
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For 2.5 million infants and toddlers, enrollment in day care marks their
first separation from their parents during years that are critical to their total
development. For 8.7 million preschoolers, day care has the potential to expose
them to beneficial experiences that will better prepare them for their first years
in school. For slightly more than 4.9 million school-age children 13 and under,
their experiences in day care before and after school may be intertwined with
school activities. Children aged 10 to 13 are less likely than those in other age
groups to be in day care because many parents consider them to be old enough
to look after themselves when not in school.

The Federal Government—mostly the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW)—subsidized approximately $2.5 billion of childcare arrange-
ments in 1976. In 1975, parents spent $6.8 billion for privately purchased day
care.

As a Department concerned with the well-being of all children, HEW has a
fundamental responsibility to assure that the children and psrents assisted by
its programs are well served and that day care funds entrusted to the Depart-
ment are well spent. HEW has a speclal responsibility for young children who
cannot protect their own interests.

Most of the day care arrangements financially assisted by HEW funds are
regulated by the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR), which
are published Federal regulations authorized by Congress. The FIDCR were
promulgated in 1968; in 1975, the FIDCR were modified and incorporated into
Title XX of the Social Security Act.

In 1975, Congress also mandated the Secretary of HEW to evaluate the
appropriateness of the day care requirement imposed by Title XX. This report
responds to that mandate. It concludes that :

Federal regulation of federally-supported day care is appropriate.
The FIDCR can be rewritten, based on 10 years of experience, to improve
their ability to protect and enhance the well-being of children.

This report is the result of 8 years of extensive study by HEW of research
in the field of day care; of 21 state-of-the-art papers specially commissioned for
this project; and of comments from practitioners, parents, administrators, and
other parties interested in day care.

As this report was being completed, the Secretary of HEW announced that
the Department was beginning the process of revising the FIDCR. Details of
this process are described in Chapter 5.

CHAPTER 1-—A PERSPECTIVE ON THE FIDCR AND DAY CARE

The largest single Federal day care program is carried out by HEW under
Title XX of the Social Security Act. In 1976, about one-third of federally sup-
ported day care was provided under Title XX, underwriting care for more-than
600,000 children.

The planned Title XX day care expenditures remained relatively constant in
fiscal years 1976 ($759 million), 1977 ($742 million), and 1978 ($772 million),
even though Congress enacted supplemental appropriations of $200 million above
the ceiling in both 1977 and 1978 to help States meet the requirements imposed
by the FIDCR. Many States, however, decided not to increase day care

expenditures.
THE VARIETIES OF DAY OARE

There are three types of day care: in-home (provided in the child’s own
home) ; family (provided in the caregiver’s home) ; and center (provided in a
center serving more than 12 children).

Providers of each type vary widely in background, experience, and expertise.
They range from grandmothers and other close relatives to homemakers with
children of their own to small business entrepreneurs to professionals with grad-
uate degrees in child development. Their duties are the same, however ; to protect
the child from physical harm, to feed the child and minister to the child’s health
needs, to set disciplinary limits for the child, and to nurture the child in his or
her development.

This study concludes that appropriateness must be evaluated in terms of what
the FIDCR are intended to accomplish. This study concludes that, although the
principal purpose of day care is to help parents to work and to achleve self-
support, the principal purpose of the FIDCR is to facilitate the appropriate social,
emotional, physical, and cognitive growth of children in Title XX day care.

Chapter 2 of this report examines research, expert opinion, and consensus of
practical experience on the effects of the FIDCR components on reducing risk of

35-906 0 - 79 - 3
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harm and on promoting the well-being of children in care. Chapter 3 presents
estimates of what certain FIDCR provisions cost. Chapter 4 analyzes the efforts
by the Federal and State governments to implement the FIDCR. Drawing on the
data presented in the earlier chapters, Chapter 5 discusses the kinds of policy

choices confronting the Department and presents preliminary findings and con-
clusions, recommendations, and HEW’s plans for developing new FIDCR.

CHAPTER 2—IMPACT OF THE FIDCR ON CHILDREN IN DAY CARE

The FIDCR cannot be tested with laboratory precision because they lack clar-
ity and specificity, and are not uniformly in operation in the field. But their ap-
propriateness can be assessed, based on experience and available research. The
basic criterion for assessment is the effect of the regulations on the well-being of
the children in care. Chapter 2 discusses the FIDCR components and assesses
them in terms of that criterion.

GROUPING OF OHILDREN

Child-staff ratio and group size are the regulatable aspects of day care that are
most directly related to the amount and nature of personal attention that care-
givers can give children. Evidence shows that small groups of children and care-
givers best promote competent child development. Group size should vary accord-
ing to the ages of the children in care and whether there are children, such as the
handicapped, with special needs. Small groups are especially important for
children under age 3.

Low child-staff ratios and small group sizes may in themselves guarantee very
little about the quality of care children receive, because they interact with other
components of day care—such as caregiver competence. Any revision to the
FIDCR should take this interrelatedness into account.

Important natural variation in group size and child-staff ratios occurs in a
center or family day care home during the day and throughout the year. This
variation must be accommodated by any administrative regulations.

OAREGIVER QUALIFICATIONS

Limited research data exist in the differential effects of various types of edu-
cation, credentials, experience, and inservice training on caregiver behavior. Re-
search data and expert opinion reveal, however, that (1) specific caregiving
skills are needed to support the well-being of the child, (2) training can be used
to promote these skills, and (8) training is essential to refine or improve current
caregiver performance in all modes of care.

EDUCATIONAL OB DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES

Educational (or developmental) services should lay the groundwork for con-
tinued cognitive, social, emotional, and physical development. This can best be
achieved by clearly defined program objectives, quality caregiving, and age-
appropriate materials. This is important for all children, regardless of age.

Data indicate a disproportionate prevalence of developmental risk among
children of low-income families, Over time, that risk impairs their ability to
thrive. The optional nature of, as well as the broader developmental goals in-
tended by, this component must be clarified and refined.

ENVIRONMENTAL BTANDARDS

There is no assurance that State and local safety and sanitation codes ade-
quately protect the well-being of the child in the day care environment. Many
codes were written for facilities other than day care, and these codes do not cover
the safety of play equipment.

The type of space is not the only important aspect of environment. Also im-
portant are play materials and privacy.

HEALTH SERVICES

A considerable portion of children in Title XX day care at risk with regard to
their health, The present standards address all the areas of concern regarding
the child’'s health status both within and outside the day care setting, but there
are problems associated with their implementation. Day care providers can more
reasonably be expected to be responsible for quality control and preventive func-
tions for health problems than to deliver health care services.
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RUTRITIONAL SFRVICES

It is important to provide children with nutritious meals and snacks in day
care to help insure that their overall dlets are nutritionally sound. As many as &
third of the children currently eligible for federally funded day care are likely
to be at risk In terms of inadequate caloric intake and vitamin deficlencies. Many
family day care providers lack a basic understanding of good nutrition and re-
sources to provide adequate nutritional services to the children they serve.

PRESENT INVOLVEMENT

Underlying the Parent Involvement component is the belief that children in
day care will benefit from the participation of their parents in the program. The
data available on parent involvement in day care generally indicate relatively
low levels of parent participation in such activities as policy planning and budget
review. Educational workshops that provide childbearing information appear to
be popular among parents. Several research and demonstration projects show
that when parents recelve rigorous training in caregiving skills and tutoring
techniques, their children show significant social, emotional, and cognitive de-
velopmental gains, Parents become .nore sensitive to their children’s needs and
interact with their children in cognitively appropriate ways.

SOCIAL SERVICES

This FIDCR component impacts only indirectly on the child in care. It is
nonetheless important because many childcare experts believe no short-term in-
tervention program can succeed in supporting the competent development of a
child whose family is overwhelmed by its socioeconomic plight or other problems,
Most parents want referral services that will help them select appropriate day
care for their child. This need is largely unmet across the country. As with the
Health Services component, the emphasis of this component should be on informa-
tion and referral to other social services.

ASPECTS OF DAY COARE NOT ADDRESSED BY THE FIDCR

Chapter 2 also examines four aspects of day care not currently regulated by
the FIDCR.

Continuity of care

A great deal of research describes the negative effects on children of all ages—
and especlally on young children—of caregiver instability and inconsistency in
caregiving environments. Continuity of care apparently is not enhanced by cur-
rent regulatory/administrative practices. Although evidence suggests that this
variable could not be easily regulated, the impact of Title XX polictes—inciuding
the FIDCR—on continuity of care should be considered in developing new FIDCR.

Age of entry into day carec

There are no data that specify the earliest age at which a child ecan be separated
from the primary caregiver (usually the mother) for an extended period each
day without suffering negative developmental consequences. There is insufficient
evidence to suggest that this component should be regulated.

Hours in care

Parents who seek childcare arrangements because of employment probably
think of the hours of service more in terms of their own needs than of the impact
on their children, The impact of hours in care on child well-being has not been
adequately assessed to suggest if this variable should or can be regulated.

Program size

Data on the relationship between program size and quality of care are meager,
but the results suggest that the bigger the program, the bigger the problems.
Some of these problems, which include negative interaction patterns between
teachers and children and high levels of staff turnover, are indicators of poor
quality care. Many problems of size can be overcome by proper management, At
present, however, the evidence is insufiicient to justify regulating this variable.

CHAPTER 3—Co0ST IMPLICATIONS OF THE FIDCR

Three major questions concerning the cost of the FIDCR are:
Does n?leeting the FIDCR ralse costs significantly above those of private-
pay care



32

What is the cost of bringing all Federal financial participation (FFP) day
care facilities into compliance with the FIDCR? (FFP facilities are those

receiving Federal fands.) -
How much do the comprehensive gervices now provided in FFP care add

to its cost?

The chapter addresses FIDCR related costs for the three major types of child-
care: center, family, and in-home. Centers receive the most emphasis because
they are more lkely than other facilities to be federally supported and because
more {8 known about center care than the other two.

FIDCR COSTS8 FOR DAY CARE CENTERS

The FIDCR are minimum requirements that States must enforce to receive
Federal funds for childecare. The additional cost of care that results from meet-
ing those requirements might be measured in several ways. This report uses
cost estimates of the minimum compliance effort, based on a reasonable reading
of the Monitoring Guide of the Administration for Public Services. States and
providers may choose to go beyond the minimum requirements, of course.

Of all nine FIDCR requirements, only that regulating child-staff ratios per-
mits a specific numerical estimate of the additional expenses of meeting that
requirement. However, technical and definitional problems make even these
estimates subject to significant differences in interpretation.

Using the National Day Care Study-Supply Study data and a relatively
lenient method of measuring compliance, it would appear that meeting the ratio
requirement would increase the average cost of care per child an estimated $19
a month or $227 a year compared to non-FFP centers. This means that FFP
children in centers meeting the FIDCR will receive care that is significantly
more expensive than that purchased by parents in centers serving only private
pay children. Moreover, it is likely that the majority of the non-FFP centers
could not meet the cost of the FIDCR child-staff ratio requirement and continue
to serve private-pay children unless some subsidy were avallable for all the
children in their care.

It appears that meeting the non-stafing requirements of FIDOR, using the
minimum compliance interpretation, adds little to the resources generally
offered dby private day care or already mandated by most State licensing
standards.

A 1976-77T survey estimated that 5,500 more full-time caregivers were needed
nationwide to bring into compliance the FFP centers not meeting FIDCR child-
staff ratio requirements. Estimates of the total cost to hire those caregivers
range from $33 million to $44 million a year, depending on the wages and fringe
benefits offered.

Many FFP centers complying with the FIDCR have staff beyond what the
regulations require. The 1976-77 survey estimated 12,400 such staff. To the
extent that any of the 12,400 staff now employed In excess of the FIDCR
requirement could be reduced through attrition or shifted to non-complying
centers through transfer, the net cost of meeting the staff ratio requirements
would be reduced. Transfers would be most practical In centers operated by
school districts or other governmental units (abecut 10 percent of all centers).
Each thousand extra full-time equivalent staff rrassigned or eliminated results
in an annual reduction of $6 million to $8 million iu salary costs.

Finglly, nonprofit FFP centers often provide comprehensive services (e.g.,
meals, transportation, and social services) that appear to go beyond those
required by the minimum interpretation of the FIDCR and beyond the services
offered by for-profit FFP providers. These extra services, lower child-staff
ratios, and higher wages push the total average monthly cost per child up to
$190. That is $70 more than in nonprofit centers serving only private fee-paying
parents, and considerably more than low- or middle-income families are likely
to pay without Government financial assistance.

The higher cost of care in FFP centers 1s only one factor—but an important
factor—in explaining why FFP children in day care tend to be separated from
those in nou-FFP care. At present, 40 percent of nonprofit, nonwaiverable cen-
ters serve only FFP children. Another 20 percent serve between 75 and 09
percent FFP children. It is likely that roughly 50 percent of FFP children in
centers are in exclusively FFP facllities. Enforcing the FIDCR would probably
result in some increase in the separation of the FFP and non-FFP children.

Of course, other factors lead to separation of FFP and non-FFP children.
Examples of such ractors are a center’s location and State and local Title XX
agency policles (e.g, New York City contracts with organizations to provide
care exclusively for FFP children).
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FIDCR COSTS FOR FAMILY DAY CARE

More than 5 million children are cared for in homes other than thefr own for
at least 10 hours & week. In contrast to the center market, federally funded care
is a small fraction of total family day care; only about 140,000 children received
FY¥P family care for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1976.

According to the FIDCR, FFP family facilities must be licensed. The indi-
vidual licensing and Title XX policies of each State determine in large measure
the impact of the FIDCR on family day care. For example, State policles
determine whether relatives and friends can be certified to care for a Title XX
child.

A section-by-section analysis of the FIDCR shows that none of the key family
day care provisions (e.g., on the number of children in a home, training, licensing,
monitoring, ete.) necessarily mean that reimbursement per FFP child would be
substantially above the average fees charged for private-pay care. However,
some State and local policies lead to substantial costs for training, support serv-
ices, licensing, and monitoring.

IN-HOME CARE AND THE FIDCR

Nineteen percent of FFP children are served by in-home care. Little is known
about its cost and characteristics. Until much more i{s known about wage rates
and other aspects of in-home care, the additional costs (and benefits) of support
services and training for these providers cannot be determined.

CHAPTER 4—ADMINISTRATION oF THE FIDCR

There are vertical and horizontal layers of regulation affecting day care pro-
grams, Vertically, the Federal, State, and local governments regulate day care.
Horizontally, several Federal departments and agencies are involved and the
States and localities also have several regulatory bureaucracies concerned with
day care.

The administrative issues surrounding the FIDCR include:

The relationship of the FIDCR to State licensing standards.

The record of the Federal Government in developing, implementing, and
enforcing the FIDCR.

The ability of the States to administer the regulations.

STATE STANDARDS

State licensing standards prescribe minimum standards of performance that
must be met by all State day care programs to operate legally.

J¢ is difficult to compare State standards with the FIDCR because of the lack
of iesearch data on the State standards and because State standards often
include local code requirements. States also differ in respect to what components
of a day care program they regulate and in how they apply the standards.

State standards for center programs come the closest to regulating the same
day care componenfs as the FIDCR. Almost all States regulate child-staff ratios
and the environmental, administrative, health and safety, and educational
aspects of day care center programs. They are less unanimous in including
requirements for staff qualifications and staff training and regulating group size,
On the whole, States d¢o not support establishing licensing rquirements for social
services, parent involvement, and program evaluation.

For family day care, both the FIDCR and State standards establish child-
staff ratios, and facility, health, and safety requirements, but other areas of
the FIDCR have little similarity with State standards. However, for five States,
standards apply only to federally funded programs.

Only 20 States have any requirements for in-home care. FIDCR do not include
standards for in-home care, relying on States to develop this type of regulation.

The fact that a State standard addresses requirements for the same com-
ponents as the FIDCR does not speak to either the adequacy or specificity of
that standard. States do not always regulate the same aspects of a particular
component, and it is frequently dificult to determine if the elements being regu-
lated are comparable in importance.

In conclusion, although State licensing standards have become more stringent
in the past 10 years, the evidence indicates that these standards still do not in-
sure a minimum level of program performance when judged by their
comprehensiveness.
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FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION

The problems the Federal Government has experienced in designing and im-
plementing a Federal day care regulatory policy are not unique. Many of the
difficulties are inherent in any regulatory process. This report examines the
FIDCR within the broader context of the state of the art of Federal regulation.
The implementation of the FIDCR can be assessed in terms of six basic factors
that influence the success or fatlure of Federal regulation in general.

Clarity of goals of regulation

There has been confusion since the drafting of the 1968 FIDCR as to what they
are intended to accomplish. This confusion nas existed despite the clear regula-
tory nature of the FIDCR. The regulatory goals are unclear with respect to the
purpose of the FIDCR, the degree of compliance required, and whether the
FIDCR are consistent with the goals of Title XX. .

Clarity of language
The language of the FIDCR and the lack of supporting materials have made
the application of critical FIDCR components a difficult task.

Public involvement

The public affected by the FIDCR—day care consumers, providers, and State
administrators—did not participate in the development of the FIDCR and is not
informed that it has a role to play in the regulatory picess.

Regulatory climate

The Federal Government has not shown strong leadership in building and
maintaining a consensus of support for the FIDCR.

Oonflict of loyalties

The process of implementing regulations can create conflicts of loyalty among
those responsible for insuring that the goals of the regulations are carried out.
In the case of the FIDCR, these conflicts can occur when State officials are
responsible both for providing a day care service and for terminating a major
source of funds if day care programs do not meet the FIDCR. Conflicts can also
occur when State licensing personnel play the dual role of consultant and pro-
gram monitor. A related problem can occur when the regulator is also the pur-
chaser of the day care service. A shortage of available day care can influence
the judgments made about the adequacy of the existing resources.

Enforcement policies

Generally, the Federal Government has shown little commitment to enforeing
the FIDCR, or to imposing penalties for noncomplance.

STATE IMPLEMENTATION

The States have encountered difficulties in administering and enforcing the
FIDCR because the regulations are vague and ambiguous in specifying what
administrative tasks are required.

It is difficult to determine the success or failure of States in insuring program
compliance because of the lack of reliable data. Available evidence indicates
that, in States judged to be successful, agency staff spent a significant amount of
time with the day care provider, agency staff developed technical assistance and
guidance materlals, and the program operated in a climate that supported the
implementation of the regulations.

Objective evidence cannot determine whether States should continue to assume
the responsibility for administering and enforcing the FIDCR. At the hearings
held to review a draft of this report, there was no support for having Federal
monftors take over current State roles. What appears to be clear is that there
is a recognized need to have HEW support State efforts to implement Federal
day care requirements.

CHAPTER 5—SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND NEXT STEPS

Congress has taken the view that day care is an important part of the lives of
millions of children and, if federally supported, should be regulated. HEW
agrees.
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In developing the new FIDCR, HEW will face difficult choices in balancing
competing values. The decisions made will reflect in part a view of the proper
scope of Federal intervention and in part the strength of the evidence justifying

the intervention.
THE NEED FOE MAKING DIFFICULT CHOICES

Perhaps the most fundamental aspect of & regulatory scheme is the inevita-
bilfty of trade offs, the necessity of choosing between competing values or goals.
Resolving these dilemmas requires sacrificing some of one objective to obtain
some of another. Some of the choices that must be made concern the compre-
hensiveness of the FIDCR, their extensiveness, their specificity, and sanctions
for noncompliance.

Comprehensiveness

The spectrum of possible coverage of the new FIDCR ranges from quite nar-
row, extending to only one or a few of the current components, to quite com-
prehensive, including all of those now covered plus others. Comprehensiveness
also affects differently the various kinds of care that are regulated—center care,
family care, or in-home care.

Extensiveness

For each aspect of care covered by the FIDCR, it is possible to prescribe
standards that are more or less extensive or stringent. For example, the Environ-
mental component of the FIDCR could prescribe standards designed to insure
only the most minimal elements of physical safety or protection against abuse or
emotional harm. At the other end of the spectrum, the requirement could attempt
to insure an environment that will guarantee a wide variety of experiences de-
:ligued to &romote every aspect of a child’s social, emotional, physical, and cogni-

ve growth.

Specificity
No matter how comprehensive or narrow, requirements can be drafted with
varying degrees of specificity. Many of the existing FIDCR are general.

Sanctions for nonoompliance

For any given requirement, it is possible to impose a broad range of sanctions.
The possibility of graduated sanctions is already receiving sertous HEW atten-
tion. Compliance systems could provide early warnings, consultation, training,
or other assistance and time-phased graduated goals for providers who are con-
scientiously seeking compliance.

ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR THE NEW FIDCR

The decisions that are made concerning the comprehensiveness and specificity
of the new FIDCR and sanctions for noncompliance will not resolve all the
important questions. Perhaps the most important issue that will remain is the
extent to which the Federal Government will rely on States to prescribe the
content of specific requirements and to enforce them.

In general, three models of Federal-State relationships in this area continue to
surface in discussion of the FIDCR :

The first model relies heavily upon States to define the specific content
of requirements, to upgrade their standards, and to administer and enforce
them,

A second model would entail a more directive Federal role. Under this
model, the Federal Government would establish minimal Federal require-
ments for a few critical components (e.g., group size) that appear to be
important to the well-being of children in day care.

A third model would involve the most extensive Federal role. The Federal
Government would draft comprehensive and specific day care requirements,
applicable to both the State and to the day care provider.

FINDINGS ARD CONCLUSIONS
Purpose
The purpose of the FIDCR is to define & set of day care characteristics that
protect and enhance the well-being of children enrolled in federally funded day
care programs. For most children in federally funded day care—children without
special physical, cognitive, or social problems—insuring well-being means pro-
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viding the elements of care that are needed to nurture the growth of any healthy
child. Children with special problems need individual assessment and provision
of care over and above those required by all children.

Scope of application )

By law, the FIDCR apply to some but not all federally funded programs. In
practice, they apply to some but not all types of day care. For example, the
F1DCR apply to Title XX-funded care and, in some situations, to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Child Care Food Program. They do not apply to the Head
Start program (which has its own standards that individually equal or exceed
the FIDCR), to AFD(C-funded care, or to CETA-funded programs.

If the FIDCR represent the basic elements that the Federal Government
believes are necessary for the well-being of children in some forms of federally
funded day care, and If one of the basic purposes of the FIDCR was to bring
uniformity to Federal childcare requirements, logic would indicate that the
FIDCR should apply whenever the Federal Government subsidizes day care.
This belief was expressed repeatedly during the public meetings to review the
draft of this report.

It appears, however, that some situations may call for additional requirements
to meet the needs of a special category of children. Head Start, for example, may
require additional stand~- . o fulfill its objectives of compensatory education.
Furthermore, new legislation would be required for the FIDCR to apply to all
federally funded day care.

As amended by Title XX, the FIDOR relate to family and group home day care
and center care. Title XX also requires that in-home care meet standards set by
the States. In practice, however, these requirements have not been uniformly
applied to in-home and family day care.

The FIDCR are not simply Federal regulations for providers of care; they
also apply to administrative agencies. Unfortunately the FIDCR are often unclear
as to the division of responsibilities. New regulations must distinguish among
the administrative entities and afiix clear responsibilities for specific administra-

tive functions.

Content

In regard to the appropriateness of the FIDCR, this study recommends the
refocusing of some of the requirements, the elimination of several elements
within individual FIDCR, and tke consideration of the new FIDCR promoting
continuity of care. |

Grouping of children—Findings on .the importance of group size suggest tha
this factor should receive more relative emphasis in the regulations. This shift
does not necessarily mean that ratio should be omitted from future regulations
but rather that group size should be regarded as the principal regulatory tool for
assuring adequate interaction, and that ratio will be influenced or determined
by the group size requirement.

Caregiver qualifications.—The current FIDCR do not include a separate com-
ponent for caregiver qualifications although elements of this subject are ad-
dressed briefly in several of the other components.

It appears to be important to differentiate between supervisory personnel and
caregiving staff because the skills needed by these two groups differ. Supervisors
need budgetary and management skills, in addition to child development skills,
The revision process should consider the advisability of separate requirements
for center directors, lead teachers, or directors of family day care home networks.

Research data and expert opinion clearly show that specialization in child
development areas improves the ability of caregivers to promote child growth
and development. Although inservice training of caregivers could be broadly
regulated, such reeulations should not cover the extent and type of training.

The present FIDCR, as well as HEW policy, recommend that . . . priority in
employment be given to welfare recipients . . . and other low-income people.”
To Insure the well-being of children, the new FIDCR should require that welfare
recipients hired to work in a day care program possess adequate skills, ability,
and motivation to work with children, consistent with other entry-level caregiver
qualifications.

Educational or developmental services.—HEW belleves that developmental
activities constitute a core component in day care. All children need develop-
mental experience whether at home or in day care. Experts believe that there
ghould be clearly defined developmental goals and program objectives for children
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in day care facilities. Sufficlent age-appropriate learning and play materials
are also important. The success of this component depends on qualified care-
givers and program supervisors. Goals and objectives also serve to Inform the
parent about the program and to support caregiver behavior., Developmental
activities should be an integral part of the day care experience.

Environmental standards.—This is a core element that assures the physical
well-being of children while in care. The current FIDCR references local codes
in this area. However, local codes are often contradictory and sometimes inap-
propriate to day care. Local codes also often focus on building safety but not on
the safety of toys, playground materials, etc. HEW should use technical assist-
ance to help State and local governments to upgrade their codes to make them
more appropriate for protection of children in day care.

Health services—All children need health services whether they are in day
care or at home. It is essential for the well-being of children that both center
and family care homes serve a ‘‘quality control” function in maintaining the
health of the children in their care.

Nutrition services.—The provision of nutritious meals s a core element neces-
sary for the well-being of a child in care. The current FIDCR do not describe how
many meals or snacks must be served nor what criteria should be used to deter-
mine nutritional quality. Many experts recommend that standards be developed.

Parent involvement.—The present FIDCR stress parent involvement in policy-
making in group facllities. Although parent involvement in policymaking should
be encouraged, the emphasis should be on open two-way communication between
parents and providers.

Social services.—In general, the Social Services component should serve a
“quality control” function. The day care agency or facility can be a link with
social services agencies for severely disturbed or disadvantaged families. The
agency and facility should also provide information and referral for parents
requesting it.

Administration and coordination, and evaluation.—These two components are
combined in this discussion. For the most part they apply to the administering
agency, not to the provider.

The new FIDCR should completely separate requirements for administering
agencies from requirements for the various models of care. Furthermore, the
FIDCR administrative requirements should be combined with the other title XX
requirements that specifically relate to the administration of day care.

The Evaluation component also contains provisions for the provider to do
perlodic self-evaluations. Organizational self-assesment such as this should con-
tinue to be encouraged. The extent of the self-assessment will have to be tailored
to the size and nature of the day care provider. The major emphasis on evalua-
tion should be to provide assistance and technical support, and should be placed
on the States rather than providers. -

Continuity of care: A Non-FIDCR component.—Continuity cannot be easily
mandated. Qualified caregivers cannot be forced to remain in their jobs and
parents cannot be required to keep thelr children in one care arrangement. How-
ever, agency placement practices could be reexamined, reimbursement rates im-
proved, and sliding fee schedules promoted to reduce unnecessary shifts in ar-
rangements. Enforcement of regulations should be sensitive to the impact of

abrupt changes in group size or personnel on the continuity of care for the
particular children involved.

Implementation and administration

It is extremely important for HEW to work to create a supportive climate
for the FIDCR. HEW must be sensitive to the different interest groups concerned
with day care regulation and work to establish and maintain public—parent,
taxpayer, provider, legislator, and administrator support.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The FIDCR should be revised to improve their ability to protect the well-
being of children in center care, family care, and in-home care and to assure
consistent and equitable interpretation. The revision should: -

Reflect current research and expert judgment on elements critical to the well-
being of children in care. :

Clarify roles and responsibilities of providers and State and local admin-
Istrators.
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Educate as well as regulate. This can be done by writing the regulations in
clear language, by clear distinguishing between legal requirements and recom-
mendations, by glving examples of satisfactory complfance, and by defining a
compliance, and by defining a common terminology.

Provide separate and unigue requirements for:

Different forms of care: in-home, family home, group home, and center
care,

Children of different ages in care.

Children with special needs or handicaps.

Different administering agencies.

Accommodate the rich diversity in childcare needs and arrangements which
exist in our pluralistic society.

Include participation of all interest individuals in the process of writing and
implementing the new regulations.

To minimize disruption in the day care fleld the Department also recommends
that Congress extend the current moratorium on the FIDCR until the Depart-
ment publishes final day care regulations.

In addition, the FIDCR revision process may lead HEW to propose legisla-
tion addressing:

A clarification of the congressional intent above the goals of federally
regulated day care.

Desirability of one set of Federal regulations to apply to all federally
funded day care.

Repeal of statutory provisions that require that particular Federal day
care programs conform to the 1968 FIDCR.

Desirability of a wider range of sanctions than now exists for noncom-
pliance with the FIDCR.

Desirability of additional funds for training for caregivers.

NEXT STEPS FOR THE DEPABTMENT

In order to stimulate public participation in the development of the new
FIDCR, the Department will undertake two major activities:

Nationwide dissemination of this report for public review and comment.
Discussions between HEW central and regional staff and State officials
about admiuistrative considerations.

By the end of the summer of 1978, the Department should have received con-
gressional and public comment on the FIDCR appropriateness report as well as
the results of major research now underway. HEW should then be in a position
to make decisions on the division of responsibilities between the Federal and
State governments. With those decisions made, the Department intends to draft
the proposed reviscd FIDCR for public comment. This approach carries out the
Secretary’s plan to obtain as many public and professional opinions on the
FIDCR as possible before publishing proposed as well as final revisions.

" lIf:ter in the year, the sequence of events for publication is expected to be as
ollows :
Briefings in Washington, D.0., and at regional meetings and workshops
in all the States.
Publication of a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) in the Fed-
eral Register.
Natfonwide dissemination of the NPRM through maflings and through
- placement in publications of organizations concerned with day care. HEW
will seek to use innovative methods of dissemination of the NPRM.
b Fiormal bhearings on the NPRM in Washington, D.C., and on a regional
asis.
Field briefings of representatives of the day care community about the
proposed regulations.

When HEW has fully considered all public and professional views on the
groggoged new FIDCR, it will publish the final revised regulations in the Federal

egister.

STATEMENT OF HON. HALE CHAMPION, UNDER SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. CaameroN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a pleasure to discuss these matters with you, Mr. Chairman, and
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Senator Curtis this morning, and to present the views of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare on amendments to title XX of
the Social Security Act, and those contained in H.R. 12973. I might
say with respect to the document you were referring to earlier that
having looked only briefly at it, I don’t know why you have put your-
self through that ordeal when I have spared myself. Fundamentally,
the argument over daycare has been going on a long time. The issues are
very clear. It has also been impossible to obtain a consensus so people
have written vast volumes instead of dealing with the problem. Those
volumes will continue to come until the problem is resolved. That is not
an apology. It is my view of how those things happen.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And you deal with the great flow of paper that
is produced by your Department by the simple expedient of not read-
ing it.

Mr. CHampIoN. No; I read probably more than I should, but on that
particular subject—-—

Senator MoyniHaN. When you see something not worth reading, you
can spot it, is that it ?

Mr. CaamrION. Yes.

Senator MoyN1uaN. I get you.

Mr. CuampioN. I would suggest that——

Senator MoyN1HAN. Is it generally your experience that anything
that comes out of the Office of Planning and Evaluation is to be put in
the not-to-be-read file? .

Mr. CuampioN. No. There are very valuable documents that come
out of that——

Senator Moy~N1HAN. I thought you would say——

}]:Jr. CuamrioN. But like all large productions, some are better than
others.

To proceed to the title XX program, your statement in the Record
when you introduced the administration proposals on title XX at our
request, and again when you called this hearing, raised the legitimate
longstanding questions about the State allocation formula in title XX
and the XX’s relationship to welfare reform. And your remarks this
morning with respect to welfare reform are pertinent to an issue that
concerns us all. The administration has made every effort it could,
including not only working for its original proposal, and we held many
discussions with all affected parties in attempts to get a welfare reform
measure out of the House. You as much as anyone are aware of the
problems and difficulties in doing that in the executive branch. This is
clearly a case where the Executive proposed and Congress disposed.

We will be glad and have been glad, and will continue to be glad to
work with anybody who will move this kind of proposal. The adminis-
tration will be back next year on this subject. We think, as you do, that
it is urgent. However I don’t think we can tie it in any direct way at
this point to title XX. As in every hard-won compromise, title XX
clearly contains formulations aimed at achieving majorities rather
than absolute equity. And, as in every Federal-State formula, it also
exists in the context of other legislated financial relationships, not only
of welfare reform and fiscal relief, but of such other major programs
such as revenue sharing, medicaid, and title I of ESEA, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.
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These all deserve, as Senator Curtis said, periodic and careful
reexamination, but in my experience, such reexaminations lead to
actual change only when there 1s enough additional funding to achieve
majorities as well as equities.

This is not such & period. The Senate has just voted by a substantial
majority in favor of a balanced budget in fiscal 1981. That would indi-
cate to me little chance of substantially revamping major Federal-
State financing formulas, beyond those already agreed on this year,
such asin title ] of ESEA, and to some extent, in Head Start.

It also seems to us to support the administration’s modest fiscal posi-
tion on revamping of the title XX porgram. To turn to the specific
legislation pending before this committee, let me first go into what it
does as it passed the House., The proposals in H.R. 12973 do several
things. They provide a 3-year increase in the permanent title XX social
services ceiling; and include several provisions of the administration’s
title XX urban initiative proposal. Tie bill would more closely involve
local elected officials in the public planning process; enable States to
plan their service programs ¥or up to 2 years; permit States to provide
shelter as a protective service to adults as well as children in danger of
harm or exploitation ; and establish a separate entitlement authoriza-
tion for the territories.

To discuss each of these provisions briefly; first, the bill passed by
the House would increase the permanent ceiling from its current $2.5
billion to $2.9 billion in ﬁscaFyear 1979, $3.15 billion in fiscal year
1980, and $3.45 billion in fiscal year 1981 and thereafter. The bill also
extends the temporary provisions of Public Law 94-401, which is the
$200 million for day care. Within the proposed ceiling increase, the bill
provides also for a separate authorization of $16.1 million for social
services in Guam, Puerto Rico, the Yirgin Islands, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islancfs. This allotment to the terri-
tories would increase proportionately as the ceiling increased.

We strongly oppose the large increases in the ceiling contained in
H.R. 12973. That bill would add $50 million to the budget above the
administration proposals in fiscal year 1979, $300 million in fiscal

ear 1980, and &00 million in fiscal year 1981, These increases to the

resident’s budget are unacceptable. We urge the committee to pro-
vide a 1-year ceiling increase to approximately $2.85 billion and a
separate entitlement for the territories, which by the way, conforms
fairly closely to the first year of the House bill. We share your con-
cex;n about reducing rather than adding to the Federal deficit in the
outyears.

e believe the increases proposed by the administration will enable
the States to provide services at an adequate level despite increased
costs. We propose extending the temporary $200 million for child
day care available through Public Law 94401 through fiscal year
1979. We also propose an increase of $150 million for 4 years in the
ceiling as an important element of the President’s urban initiative.
That increase is intended to help especially hard pressed areas improve
their social services, as ommsed to the more general increases proposed
in H.R. 12973, We would provide a separate authorization of $16.1
million outside the ceiling for the territories. Thus, for fiscal year
1979, total funds available for title XX services would be, as I noted
ll;gl:gti)re, $2.866 billion, which is very close to the House figure of $2.9

illion,
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The need for separate authorization for the territories is a strong
one. Under current law, the territories only receive funds after the
States certify to the Sccretary that they will not use their entire
allotment. The territories then have access to the unused funds up to
a ceiling of $16 million. The problem has been twofold, First, the
States have been slow to provide this certification because they expect
to spend their full allocations. And second, the territories do not know
early enough in the fiscal year to be able to plan for the most efficient
use of funds. For example, this year only one state certified that it
would not use its full allotment, so the territories were notified that
they would receive a lower allotment than last year. They planned
and acted accordingly. However, in June, the Department was notified
that there would be additional funds available from the States, and the
territories would in fact be able to receive their full allocations then,
3 months before the end of the fiscal year. We propose to provide a
separate entitlement authorization outside the ceiling so that the ter-
ritories would be guaranteed that funds would be available on a
timely basis.

Let me turn now to the urban initiative sections of the legislation
before you. The bill mandates consultation between the title XX
agency and the chief elected official of cities, counties, and other units
of local government in the development of the State plan. The pro-
posed plan will then contain a summary of these consultations,
Organizations representing local officials endorse this provisior. Dur-
ing the discussions developing this proposal, the administration
became convinced that local officials needed better formal access to the
planning interests in various communities. Good social service strate-
gies, I think all of us would agree, should be local in character, and
only sometimes are. For instance, the urban elderly have often found
that local officials are much more understanding and responsive to
their needs than State offices, and the urban elderly coalition has asked
us to express their strong support for this kind of local involvement.

Second, as title XX was implemented across the country and we
began to learn more about its operation, we found that requiring an
annual services plan from the States, a comprehensive annual services
plan, which might have been too restrictive a requirement.

First, plannm%)for title XX services was not necessarily synchro-
nized with State budgeting, especially in States where the legislatures
met every 2 years. Second, many States found the process mandated
in the law a severe drain on staff resources, particularly when tight
funding situations precluded any substantial changes in their plans,
So we proposed a multiyear services plan to alleviate these problems
and permit the States to put more of tﬁeir resources into actual service
delivery. We proposed a 3-year maximum on these planning efforts.
The House-passed bill permits State plans every 2 years.

From its inception title XX has permitted States to provide emer-
ggncy shelter as a protective service for children. However, the law

id not permit the same emergency shelter to be provided to adults.
We believe that this is a serious omission; adults subject to abuse,
neglect, or Z::;glmtation, such as the victims of domestic violence, have
the same need as children for emergency shelter. We are especially
concerned that families could not stay together if they were the vic-
tims of abuse or neglect. For the children, shelter was available; for



42

the adults, it was not. If this proposal had been law, emergency shelter
could have been provided also to many homeless adults who, because
of the weather, were in danger of physical harm. Our proposal would
aid adults in both these situations by allowing the States to use title
XX of]unds to provide up to 30 days of emergency shelter in a 6-month
period.

The bill would also extend for 1 year the temporary provisions of
Public Law 94401 which waive the staffing ratios for children in out-
of-home care, and authorize $200 million a year above the permanent
title XX ceiling to encourage States to improve their child care pro-
grams. States may use their allotments under the $200 million only
to the extent of their expenditures for child care. When the funds are
spent for child care programs, States are not required to provide
matching funds. Public Law 94401 also permits thie States to make
grants to child care providers to emglog AFDC recipients.

We believe these provisions of Public Law 94401 should be con-
tinued for an additional year. That concludes my statement, Mr.
Chairman, and I thank you for the opportunity to testify this
morning.

Senator Mox~N1sAN, Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. I will be happy to yield to the chairman if you wish
to propound questions.

enator MoyN1aAN. Well, may I just put one question which might
help form our questions generally.

First, as we understand your bill, you are opposing the title XX
ceiling increases in the House bill on the belief that we ought to con-
sider these large increases in relation to what we are doing In welfare
reform and in fiscal relief. As you know, we haven’t been able to get
either yet this year. As you know, we still have legislation here on
the Senate side which we hope might get some support from the
administration. ]

Senators Long and Cranston and I have introduced a measure which
provides a measure of fiscal relief and some general changes. Have you
had a chance to review that legislation ¢

Mr. CuampioN. Only in general, Mr. Chairman. The administra-
tion’s position is in opposition to that proposal.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It is in opposition and you hope that next year
you will be able to get & comprehensive bill.

Mr. CHamrioN. We would hope to do that.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Yes, Wg?l, in that case, you pointed out that
the House-passed bill contains a first-year ceiling of $2.9 billion, and
then you suggested that what with one thing and another, your own
numbers came out to $2.866 billion, which if you round in the manner
of Federal statistics, comes out to $2.9 billion. If we passed a 1-year
bill, we would be in harmony with essentially what you propose and
with what the House proposes for the first year, wouldn’t we?f

Mr. CaamrION. Relatively, yes.

Senator MoyNrHAN. That seems to me to be an important point
which we might take into account as we commence.

Sir.
Senator Curtis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Secretary, would you just briefly name off the various social
services that come under the head of title XX

Mr. CuampioN. The services that are covered in title XX ¢

Senator Cortrs. Yes, XX,

Mr. CramproN. Well, the short list, without characterizing them——

Senator Curtis. Yes; I want the short list.

Mr. Cuamrion. Right. Child care services, protective services for
children and adults, services for children and adults in foster care,
services related to the management and maintenance of the home, both
homemaking and training for homemaking purposes, day care services
for adults, including the retarded, and some elderly arrangements,
transportation services of various kinds in order to give people access,
training and related services, employment services, information, re-
ferral, counseling, preparation and delivery of meals in some cases,
certain health support services, sometimes combinations of services
designed to meet the needs of a particular family. Basically these are
the services we offer.

Senator Cortis. Was it not the original intent of the social services
program established in 1962 to alleviate dependency and reduce social
welfare rolls?

Mr. CraAMPION. That’s correct,

Segnator Curris. And to what extent in your judgment has that been
met

Mr. Cuampion. I think that progress has been made, and I think in
the process, that not only has there been some decrease in dependency
for some individuals, but a lot have received services that they very
badly needed.

Senator Curtis. But it was supposed to be services as distinguished
between food and shelter and what might come under the term “gen-
eral relief,” was it not ?

S Mr. Crampion. Well, I don’t think those two can be fully separated,
enator.

Senator Curtis. No; I realize that. You can’t draw the line entirely,
but nevertheless, in a general way it was intended that this should be
a program of service to people who were either welfare recipients or

otenial welfare recipients in order to better help them so they might
tter help themselves, isn’t that correct ¢

Mr. CHAMPION. Yes. I think it was also deeply involved in the ef-
fort to deinstitutionalize, in some cases, to make services available in
the community so that people did not have to be in institutions in
order to be able to receive them.

Senator Curris. How much leeway is given to the States in deciding
how they will spend this title XX money ¢

Mr. CrampiON. In this respect, title XX I think is perhaps one of
the best of the statutes in that the States are given very substantial
leeway. As I said in my earlier remarks, I think all of us feel that
strategies, good social service strategies are basically local and State
in character. We need to do research. We need to helg fund. We need
to do demonstrations. But basically the best programs in social services
have a local base. And the statute I think provides all the latitude re-
quired for that purpose.

Senator Curtis. Well, now, have any of the States had any studies
done in reference to the cost-benefit ratio if they spend a certain num-



44

ber of dollars, say, in a program for the retarded as compared to a
certain number of dollars that they spend from one of these other
categories? Have the States done much of that?

Mr. CuampioN. I am not familiar with what they have or have not
done. I will be glad to see what we have and provide it for the record.

Senator Curtis. And what has been done on the national level in
the way of studying the cost-benefit ratios as to the performance of
these various types of programs?

Mr. CramproN. We have done some in the Department. We will be
glad to provide any material of that kind.

Senator Curtis. Well, don’t you think that where we are spending
something in the magnitude of $2.7 billion, that we should have a
pretty clear idea of the cost-benefit relationships that exist between
the various components of the program ¢

Mr. Cuameron. Yes; I think we should. I think there is other im-
portant iniormation in terms of the evaluation of those services’ quality
and what it means to the people involved, but we certainly should
also have cost-benefit relationships.

Senator Curtis. Has there been a cost-benefit analysis performed on
the various parts of title XX ¢

Mr. CaampioN. I am not aware of any.

Senator Curtis. Now, there are many worthwhile activities that
can’t be and shouldn’ be included in title XX, isn’t that correct?

Mr. CHaMPION. Yes.

Senator Curtis. Many very commendable activities that do not fall
within that category. I am wondering about what you said about the
temporary home for adults, 30 days out of every 6 months, Are those
older adults you have in mind ¢

Mr. CaampioN. Yes. There are two kinds of situations here. Many
States have not been able to make their deinstitutionalization plans
work properly with services so that we have the phenomenon of many
homeless adults who are out of institutions, they don’ really need to
be in institutions, but they have not had adequate care and they some-
times need shelter. We have another case, in fact, there is legislation
before Congress now to deal with it, of the victims of domestic vio-
lence where people need shelter away from their homes while those
situations are dealt with. That is another kind of——

Senator Curtis. I am not arguing that those aren’t situations of need,
but should they be com{mt)ia% with these other activities that are al-
ready in title for title money ¢ :

Mr. CuampioN. I think what we do with a statute of this kind is
just make it possible for States to make up their own minds about that.
States are not required to spend money for those Eur{)oses. They make
the determination. If they would like to do it, this legislation would
let them do it.

Senator Curtis. But it seems to me if there were some cost-benefit
studies done, required of the States, that they would arrive at some
in{ormation to share with their sister States that might be of great
value.

Mr. Cuampion. It is a matter that we should explore, Senator Cur-
tis, and I will. .

Senator Curris. It seems to me that providing temporary shelter is
not a social service, but it is administering welfare, and on the other
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hand, services to a retarded child might have a lasting benefit that goes
all down through the years that they live, isn’t that true?

Mr. Caameion. That is certainly true.

Senator Curtis. And I think we should give some consideration to
that phase of it.

Now, there were 31 States, only 31 States that are at the close of the
year anywhere near their ceiling, is that about right, according to your
understanding %

Mr. Caamrron. My understanding is that most of the states are
spending up to their ceilings. At this point I think there may be onl
one or two which will not achieve their ceilings. I will be glad to chec
that, but that was my impression.

Scnator Curris. Well, it is my understanding that if you consider
up to 98 percent of the ceiling as using substantially all of it, there’s
only 31 states.

. Mr. Caamrion. I will review that and report back to you. Accord-
ing to Department estimates, 45 States will spend there full allotment.

Senator Curtis. And that the total expenditures in 1978 are expected
to be only $2.3 billion, even under the $2.7 billion authorization. Is
that about correct

Mr. CaampioN. That again is not my understanding, but I would be
glad to review that. We expect it to be at least $2.45%illion.

Senator Curtis. Well, I want to ask this question about timing and
administration.

If the Congress chose to give direction as to what should be done
with unused money, not claimed by the State, what would be the tim-
ing elfement making that available to the States who would make good
use of it.

Mr. CraMPION. You are speaking of the separate entitlement pro-
vision for the territories?

Senator Curris. No, no,no. I am——

Mr. Cuamepion. Oh, for redistributing to other States?

Senator Curris. Yes. In other words, if here is a State that is doing
a good job in a particular category and other States are not using their
money, if we chose——

Mr. CaampioN. Senator Curtis, my understanding——

Senator Curtis [continuing]. To put into the law a provision for
distributing the unallocated to those that are using it, what would be
the time element problems?

Mr. CaampioN, Well, obviously, as people came closer and closer
to expending their full ceilings every year, it gets later and later in
the year. It 1s my understanding that that is a disappearing problem,
that practically every State is now approaching its ceiling. So the
distri[k))ution of any significant amount of money from one State to
another, is a nonprospect as they are increasingly using their total
entitlements.

Senator CurTis. I went into this matter within the last year, and I
was surprised to find out how many hundreds of millions of doilars
had not been used.

Mr. Cuamrion. Well, as I said, 1 will review that. It doesn’t con-
form to my understanding of what is currently happening.

I know, for instance, that Illinois, which for a substantial period of
time did not, has now resolved its problem and is using almost its full
entitlement, and I think they were the single major example.

35-906 0 ~ 79 - 4
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Senator Curris. Now, I agree very much with the general provi-
sions that we should grant latitude to States because not only do States
and localities and climates differ in their needs, it makes it possible
to write rules and regulations that are less complicated when you
write them for a small geographical territory, but can you tell me how
the decision is made at the State level as to how State allocations will
be established t

Mr. CuampioN. There is this plan which is developed now on an
annual basis which sets forth——

Senator Curtis. Who in the State makes the decision ?

Mr. Cuampion. I think the—I assume that it is done by the State
social services agency. There are different kinds of agencies in different
States, but it has to be approved, as all such budgets, in conjunction
with the State legislative activity.

Senator Courris. You don’t know in how many States the Governor
makes the decision and in how many it is submitted to the legislature

Mr. CuamrioN. No, I couldn’t. I don’t have any analysis of the
decision process in each State.

Senator Curtis. Well, Mr. Secretary, I think that before we project
what we do here into years beyond 1 year, that we should have a better
analysis of just what K&s happened, including a cost-benefit study.

Ho?w much has been spent on social services since the inception in
1962
. Mr. Cuaumeron. I will have to provide that for the record. I don’t

ave it.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

Senator Curtis, it Is very difficult to give you a good accounting of how much
has been spent. Between 1862-1967, social services were considered as adminis-
trative costs and were included in state totals for AFDC. After the 1867 amend-
ments, which separated income maintenance from soclal services, states still
reported thelr expenditures in the aggregate. For fiscal year 1978, expenditures
were less than $1 billion. They have steadily increased since then and have
totalled approximately $10.2 billion through fiscal year 1977.

Senator Curtis. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Thank you.

Senator Gravel.

Senator GraveL. May I make a request? I have a statement. I wasn’t
here in the beginnin%(sbut I would like to have it put in the record
following your remarks,* :

Senator MoyN1zaN. We would be happy to.

Senator Graver. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, do we have a national
social services policy ¢

Mr. Caampron. Senator, I am not sure in what sense. The policy as I
understand it and as set forth really by title XX, and as I expressed
earlier, is that the character of social services, strategies are basically
State and local matters under title XX, as indeed we believe they
should be. Now, whether that is a national policy, I don’t know, but
that would seem to be what title XX says.

. Senator Graver. Well, I would submit that it is probably a little
inadequate to just let it pellmell percolate up from the State level,

¢ Bee p. 27.
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particularly with the President’s urban initiative regarding title XX,
where they are asking for additional services in distressed areas,
coupled with what is happening budgetarywise. .

ow, as you know, we have experienced about a 44-percent increase
in the cost of living since the inception of the program, and we had a
ceiling at inception of $2.5 billion. Since then we have laid on other
services—but Eere are the gyrations that I see the administration
coming up with: $2.5 billion you are requesting for fiscal 1979, plus
$200 million, and then another $150 million which comes to $2.85
billion, and as Senator Moynihan pointed out, that is very close to our
figure and the House passed figure of $2.89 billion. One of the addi-
tions, of course, is for day care centers, the $200 million, but in 1980
you dropped the money for the day care centers, and so the amount of
money in fiscal year 1980 that you are coming up with is $2.65 billion.
This, of course, is at variance with what the House passed and what I
would recommend. I would recommend a continued increase in 1980 to
$3.1 billion.

Now, what I would like to know is—what is the rationale behind
inducing people into day care, getting States to go ahead and try and
set up a plan and then cutting the money off on them? How can they
intelligently plan for any kind of a program with what appears to be
just & windfall for 1 year?

Mr. CHaMPION. Senator, I think that is right. The reason that we
have asked only for a 1-year continuation is not that we would expect
that there would be a discontinuing, but that we would hope that the
long arguments over day care and the FIDCR could be resolved, and
we would then make a proposal in keeping with that resolution. The
reason for a l-year formulation is simply to hold that question in
abeyance until we can bring it to a concluslon in the coming year. But
there should obviously be a continuing provision for day care of some
kind. The question is determining it in a year when we would hope to
&knpw more or to have more consensus as to the appropriate way of

oing so.

_Senator Graver. Well, I would still submit that even given resolu-
tion of the existing conflicts, having no money on the table is certainly
no inducement from the State’s point of view, to accomplishing any
intelligent planning as you try to resolve those differences.

Mr. Cuamrion. Senator, you know, I agree with you it would be
desirable, but the fact is they have gone from year to year with this
$200 million I think quite satisfactorily.

_ Senator GRAVEL. But you are still telling them that you are not put-
ting angthing in there.

Mr. CaampioN. Yes; I am, Senator.
thSenqmr GravVEL. You are telling them that you are not putting any-

ing in,

Mr. CHaMPION. Yes; we have not recommended beyond one year.

Senator GraveL. Yes. Well, within the constraints of the policy
established by the administration, I don’t think you can say anything
else. But, I do think any reasonable person would recognize that,
obviously that is not good policy. This is the reason I asked you if we
had a national social services policy, and it is more than evident that
we don’t. We are trying to let it percolate up. Evidence of that is, of
course, in the figures.
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How many States now charge for services ¢

Mr. Cuamrion. I don’t know that, Senator.
Senator GRaveL. Would you get that for the record ?
Mr. CaamrioN. Yes; I will be glad to do so.

[The information referred to follows:]

According to an analysis done by HEW on the final CASP plans submitted by
the States for fiscal year 1978, 39 States charge fees for title XX services. Thirty-
six States charge fees to recipients with incomes below 80 percent of the State
median income for a family of four.

Senator GraveL. Have any of the States decreased their eligibility
standards of late ?
Mr. CrampioN. I am not aware of that. Some may have. There is no
uestion that there has been pressure, However, I think in most States
they are at this point approaching the ceiling that were available or
in some cases have had 1t for some time. In some cases they have gone
ahead and handled the additional burdens themselves. I am not aware
of cutbacks, but there may well have been some.
Senator Graver. Woul you try to secure some information for the
record in that regard ¢
Mr. CaampioN. Yes. I will try to do a comprehensive job.
[The information referred to follows:]

COMPARISON, F18cAL YEAR 76-78

States have made extensive changes in their eligibility criteria over the three
program years, primarily due to increased flexibility provided by regulatory and
legislative changes in Title XX. The regulatory changes (final regulations dated
Jaruary 31, 1977) permit states to delegate to their geographic areas, the
authority to set eligibility levels for services. Public Law 84-401, signed into law
September 7, 1976, permits states to use group eligibility.

The summary above indicates the broad shifts in eligibility criteria for
services. But the surmmary is incomplete because states using group eligibility,
a primary c:tegory for this analysis, also have other eligibility criteria for
services. In point of fact, states are increasingly using a variety of eligibility
criteria for services, e.g., New York, which uses group eligibility, varies eligibility
by geographic area, service, and category of individual. A chart is attached at the
end of this section which indicates the variety of eligibility criteria states will
use in fiscal year 1978. It shows the following :

6 states provide all services to a specified level of median income.

39 states vary eligibility by service,

38 states vary eligibility by category of individual.

9 states vary eligibility by geographic area.

22 states use group eligibility.

Please note that none of these categories are mutually exclusive.

Another trend has been for states to decrease the income level for services.
Since fiscal year 1976, 14 states have decreased maximum eligibility levels for
services. Other states, like Colorado and Michigan, have maintained eligibility
levels but now only provide services to those levels when the individual meets
certain non-income criteria, e.g., has a disabling condition, has a special need, or
requires services for protective intervention. For those states which permit geo-
graphic areas to set eligibility levels, the state set maximum income levels have
often remained the same while geographic areas set eligibility at a lower level.
With the exception of Washington, all states which vary eligibility by geographic
area provide services below state maximums in specified geographic areas.

In summary, eligibility levels between fiscal year 1976-78 have decreased or
become limited by other non-income criteria. In juxtaposition to this, states
provide an increasing number of services without regard to income in protective
cases of abuse, neglect or explojtation. Please refer to Technical Note #12 for a
discussion of this phenomena.
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Senator GraveL. I think we are in a situation where we have brought
States to a threshold of activity and attention to some vital needs in
society and then, just by the ceiling alone forced them to scale down
their activity, and with the increasing, cost of living, almost half of
what they have been providing must be cut out. So, every year they
have got to scale down, and I think any reasonable person would say
that the need has not scaled down. An example is the whole family
abuse question, which the Federal Government was not sensitized to
in the earlier years, is now, so to speak, out of the closet, and that now
has to be attended to.

Mr. CuaMrpion. I might say that part of where that burden should
fall depends upon ability, and if you look at the deficit of the Federal
Government and the general condition of State governments, while
they have their problems, too, and I would not deny them, they are
somewhat less than the Federal Government’s.

Senator Graver. But what you are telling me is that what you are
recommending is more of a fiscal constraint than a need constraint in
our society.

Mr. CuamreioN. There certainly is—there are lots of things that
could be done in this society if the Federal Government had more
money, that is true.

Senator GraveL. No question, but we have a choice of trying to at-
tend to these needs at various levels. Now, we can wait until a person
goes to prison, when we have to incarcerate him, and then pay the
cost of that—which is a lot more expensive than putting a person up in
an expensive hotel—or, we can try and deal with the problems before
they get to that level. .

So maybe a little less constraint at this level mi%ht save some money
in the fiscal budget, particularly when we are talking about a three,
you know, a period that is stretched out.

What you do view as the role of the Federal Government in the
social services area? Since we don’t have a plan, I would like to get
your view.

Mr. CuampioN. Well, as I said earlier, I think the Federal Gov-
ernment should be supportive, should attempt to provide research,
transfer, dissemination of information, should try to support within
its fiscal capacity those efforts broadly, but I really do think that its
fundamental role should be to stimulate and help to spread good local
strategies in social services. I think there are not very many of those
in this country today, that we have isolated cases in many, in various
areas, sometimes of single services that are fairly good, but I think it
is a defect in our present understanding of how to do these things that
we haven’t done a very good job. I do not think, however, that it is a
]'ob the Federal Government can do. I think the Federal Government
1as to provide conditions that are conducive and encouraging, but the
successful social service efforts I have secn have fundamenta iy had a
community, even a neighborhood base.

Senator Graver. Well, that is certainly an appropriate goal.
Whether it is an adequate goal or properly shows tl;le sensitivity of
the Federal Government to the problem I think remains to be seen.
I think the evidence is such that in the 1978 budget, we have got an
increase, in effect, of $200 million, and in the 1980 budget——

Mr. CaampiON. Precisely for that purpose. That is the urban strat-
egy, the hard-pressed areas strategy.
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Senator GrRaveL. Well, if I were at the other end of the urban strat-
egy, I would be thinking that I was playing a shell game with some-
body because in 1980 you decrease that to $150 million. I—and I think
any reasonable person would expect inflation to take place between
1978 and 1980. So in positive terms you are decreasing the dollar
amount, and obviously in relative terms the dollar amount will be
decreased.

So I would question, just on the empirical evidence that you have
agreed to here, that our Federal Government is not terribly sensitized
to this issue and just saying that, well, the States should do more is
not enough. You have testified that most of the States are at their
ceiling, and I am sure that when you bring in the information that I
have requested, with respect to eligibility standards, and the fact that
States are now starting to charge, that the information will be a fur-
ther (ilndictment of the insensitivity of the administration in this
regard.

don’t want to minimize the constraints of budget. I think this is
something we all are sensitive to and aware, but——

Mr. CuamrioN. Senator, I would like to make clear that we are
talking only about a 1-year authorization. We are not saying that the
outyears should not come into play when we are in fact budgeting
those outyears. What we think it would be a mistake to do is to com-
mit to a 3-year increase under present fiscal conditions.

Senator Graver. Well, I don’t—1I can’t see anything on the horizon,
and it is something I have spent a fair amount of time studying—that
is going to decrease the budget deficits. Maybe.the tax cut will have
some advantage, but the tax cut is not going to addresss itself to
these problem areas. It is going to address itself, we hope, to middle
America. But here again, we are playing, very fast, with the ability
for State governments to plan this. So, we have no plan at the Federal
level, and we are guaranteeing that there will be no plan at the local
level because nobody is going to institute a plan when they don’t see
the moneys coming in unless they go for budgetary increases
themselves.

Mr. CuampioN. My response again would be that we think States,
just as the Federal Government, have to look at their own resources
and weigh their priorities. They should not be solely responsive to
Federal stimulus.

Senator Graver. Well, Mr. Secretary, all I can say is the empirical
evidence that I have presented does in my mind show a lack of sensi-
tivity, and I am hopeful that the Congress will do more in this regard,
or follow the House’s leadership.

I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. CuampioN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Moy~N1uAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Danforth.

Senator DanrorTH. First of all, may I say to Senator Gravel, you
have got to say this for Hale Champion. When the answer to the ques-
tion is yes, he says yes. Did you notice that? When was the last time
somebody from any administration has said yesorno?

He is new here.

Senator GrAVEL. I want to share that. I think it is very easy to
determine when he is uncomfortable with an answer, too, And I tgmk'
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he has followed the dictates of the instructions he was given when
he was told to march up here and talk with us, But by the same token,
T think that he hasn’t lied to us, and I think the empirical evidence
outweighs both his answers and my questions.

Mr. Cuampion. I have said nothing I don’t believe, Senator.

Senator Gravew. Thank you.

Senator DanrorTH. Well, I think you know from previous conver-
sations with me that I enthusiastically support your comments about
local government. I think you are exactly right. .

Do you think that the mandated consultation that would be required
between State government and local governments in devising plans
is necessary to serve the purpose of furthering the cause of local in-
volvement in the planning process, or do you think that there is a
possibility that it turns into just an additional step that sverybody
has tc; go through, sort of dreading it but fulfilling a Federal require-
ment

Mr. CuampION. Senator, there is always that danger, as we are

well aware, but it does appear to me to be a need to insist on some more
local participation. I hope it would not become formalized and politi-
cized to the point where it does become that kind of obstacle to gettin
a plan and to getting things resolved, and I think there is that kind o
danger, but I think it is outweighed by the need to stimulate it, and
that over time, if that starts to happen, that it ought to be dealt with.
It is very clear from talking to people in local situations, where they
have an opportunity to do various kinds of in tion or cf)anneling of
social services, that sometimes the States have been insensitive to those
possibilities. They have their own arrangements and their own rela-
tionships, and that they should be brought irto it, and they should have
a right to be in it. Now, how those arrangements are worked out would
probably depend a good deal on the individuals involved.
Senator DanrorTH. Of course, this would not direct a particular
result. As I understand it, HEW would not turn into an arbiter of
grievances between Federal and local, or between State and local gov-
ernments as a result of this process.

Mr. CaampioN. We certainly would hope not to be, and I think the
resolution of that is in the planning process. We certainly would not
want to.

Senator DanForrH. Do you think it is necessary to write this kind of
consultation process into the law? I mean, can’t we sort of say that it
would be nice if everybody consulted, but without having some sort of
formal consultation process?

Mr. CrameioN. No; I think at this point the formal consultation
process is desirable; having detailed regulations setting up how many
shall be on each side of the table, who all should be there I think would
be an error,

Senator DanrFortH. Can we watch that?

Mr. CaamrioN. Yes; we can indeed.

Senator DanrortH. And just follow a rule of reason and without
some very detailed format that everybody has to follow.

Mr. CuampioN. As a matter of fact, I would think that normally
we would not be involved at all unless local people felt left out and
came to us and said the law is being ignored, and then we would have
to look at it. And I think that kind of recourse may be necessary in
some cases.



52

Senator DanrorTH. Now, with respect to the duration of the fund-
ing limits, how many years out we go, it is my understanding from
Senator Moynihan’s question that he would prefer or at least like to
consider going only 1 year with this, with title XX, and my under-
standing of the reason for that is that he is interested in welfare re-
form, fiscal relief, and we can get more money to New York, and
[general laughter] as a result of that, he would rather have this pro-
gram just go 1 year so we can reopen the bida.ng and use this as a
possible chip or something to be considered down the line. And it is
my understanding that the administration’s position is no; it should
not be 1 year. It should be permanent, is that right, or 4 years?

Mr. CraMrION. Noj; we are satisfied with a 1 year resolution of this.

Senator DaNForTH. Oh, really?

Mr. CuamrpioN. Not for all ofy the same reasons as the chairman may
have, but——

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Senator MoynInAN. I think we would want to increase the ceiling to
$2.9 billion, which is what the House does. You would agree to that?

Mr. CuamrpioN. Yes, Senator.

Senator DanrortH. Well, the ceiling is now, what, $2.5 billion plus
$200 million, is that right ¢

Mr. CuampioN. Yes; plus the proposal for $150 million plus the
proposal for $16 million, gets us close to the $2.9 billion set in the
House bill.

Senator DanrorrH. Now, let me see. Your position is the same as
Senator Moynihan’s ¢

If you will look at this little handout we have, for S. 3148, it is $2.85
billion, then $2.65 billion, then $2.5 billion for 1983 and after.

Now, is it your proposal that we just finesse the 1980, 1982, and
1983, and just have a 1-year funding ceiling; is that it ?

Mr. CuampioN. That or—clearly, there are two things which have
longer term concerns but which are not necessarily permanent. The
administration’s request is to, on the day care, that you only authorize,
you only authorize $200 million for 1 more year while we are still
looking at day care issues.

Senator DanrortH. I understand that.

Mr. CHampioN. That would be open.

Senator DanrortH. That is your issue with Senator Gravel, but——

Mr. CaaMpion. That’s right.

Senator DanrorrH. I am talking about title XX ; I mean, the main
bulk of title XX.

Mr. CuaampioN. Yes. We asked for the $150 million, in addition, to
be for a 4-year period, but again, that was not permanent. It was for
a 4-year period. And that’s why it says down to $2.5 billion in 1983
and thereafter. But we would be quite satisfied with a 1-year resolution
of all these issues, with a further consideration next year.

Senator DanrFortH. Just going to 1 year with the understanding
that we will open it up again next year.

Mr. CuamPION. Yes.

Senator DaNForTH. What are the minuses in that?

Mr. Cuampion. Well, there is, as Senator Gravel said, that is not the
kind of permanent expectation that people would like to have where
working with programs. I think they understand it is the intention
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to do something about day care and to continue the urban initiative
over that period of time, and it does leave them with some uncertainty,
and that’s & disadvantage. We would, of course, be perfectly happy to
have our original 4-year proposal on the urban initiative, but I think
we lv;siould be satisfied with a 1-year across-the-board approach to the
problem.

Senator DanrortH. Let me ask you this. How does title XX inter-
relate with the questions of welfare reform or fiscal relief? Title XX
is a block grant program, correct ?

Mr. CrampioN. Yes.

Senator DanrortH. Now, if we are going to reopen this in the con-
text of welfare reform, does that mean that we are going to start mov-
ing away from this block grant concept and to perhaps use the funds
that are presently authorized for title XX for some other type of—

Mr. CaamrpioN. No. Senator, I think Senator Moynihan may want
to speak to that, but let me give you my view of what relationship there
is there, which 1s not an organizational or block-grant one. I think it is
the tension on limited funds between providing services and providing
cash to poor people. Senator Moynihan when he started pointed out
that there had been a loss in terms of effective cash in the hands of
poor people, and we are talking about putting more cash into social
services, and there is a tension there, and when those two things are dis-
cussed, I think it is more financial than organizational. I don’t speak
for Senator Moynihan, but that is my view of the connection.

Senator Moyn1HAN. Well, can I just say that would be mine. I think
title XX is a well-established Federal function under Social Security
and would go on quite regardless of what we might change in other
areas. It is a question of how much it goes on. The point is that it started
out at a modest level, and the next thing we found one State or another
proposing that its highways ought to be funded under title XX, be-
cause you couldn’t get to a hospital if you didn’t have a road, and there-
fore it was a social service.

Mr. Cuampron. We happily resolved all those problems earlier this
year.

Senator MoyniuaN. And if I may say this was much to your credit
sir. It was a great negotiation. A huge amount of money was involved
in the final settlement, and it was exceptionally well done.

Senator DanrortH. Now, with respect to the fiscal relief continuing
negotiation, it is my understanding that title XX allocations are made
solely with respect to population ; is that right ¢

Mr. Caampion. That’s correct.

Senator MoyNruaN. Although half the moneys are required to be
spent on welfare, on AFDC recipients, the proportion of AFDC recipi-
ents in the population has no bearing on the distribution of those
moneys.

Mr. Cuampion. What has happened is that there has been less, that
that formula has become more rigid.

Senator DanrorTH. Is that concept up for grabs, in your opinion?

Mr. Cuamrion. Well, I spoke to that earlier. I don’t think it is in
the present fiscal situation. Formulas get changed when you can keep
the majorities that put them there in the first place and achieve some
better equity with more money, and there is no more money to achieve

that different approach.
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Senator DaNForTH. Thank you.

Senator GraveL. I have one brief request.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Please.

Senator Graver. Could you provide us also, Mr. Secretary, with a
list of the States that are providing more than their 25-percent share
so we can get a feel for how much of an effort they are making?

Mr, CuamrpioN. Yes; I would be delighted to, and there are some.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

TITLE XX—FINAL CASP PLANS, FI80AL YEAR 78

"“SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURES ESTIMATES"”

Summary

The following data represent a summary of Title XX planned expenditures for
fiscal years 1976, 1977 and 1978, based on information available in the state final
Comprehensive Annual Services Program (CASP) plans.

Total title XX Federal  Federal share

expendilure _share as a percent of

estimates estimates the $2.5 billion

(millions) (milltons)y allotment

1976. e e eeere e e aan $3.354 $2.429 9.2
L 3.409 2.44 9.8
L £ 3.725 2492 99,7

Overview

Estimated total expenditures for Title XX social services reflect a $371 million
increase, or 4109% over the three fiscal years. State estimates for increased use
of their federal allotments and estimates for the use of P.L. 84401 funds account
for only $143 million or 38.59% of the total increase. The other $228 million are
additional state funds being used to supplement the Title XX program and in-
crease the availability of certain services.

States which indicate in their plans that they will provide Title XX services
with state funds above those necessary for the federal match include:

Alaska New Jersey
California Pennsylvania
Connecticut Oregon
District of Columbia Vermont
Massachusetts West Virginia
Montana Wisconsin

California, Massachusetts and Wisconsin account for the majority of addi-
tional funds being provided for Title XX services. California will provide an
additional $112 million for Child Day Care and In-Home Supportive Services.
Wisconsin and Massachusetts will provide $40 million and $37 million respectively
but distribute the funds across all services. The remaining states make up the
other $40 million.

Other states which indicate the provision of additional state funds for Title
XX and other social services which are not included in the Title XX budget
estimate include: Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Minnesota and New York.

The growth of supplementary state funds for Title XX services is significant
in that a number of these states (e.g., West Virginia and Montana) were formerly
(pre-Title XX) spending below ceiling. Although there are many influences,
clearly Title XX seems to have stimulated the growth of state social service

programs.

Comprehensive Plans

The planning provisions of Title XX encourage states to take a comprehensive
view of their human services programs. Many states did develop plans in fiscal
year 78 which include information on other social service programs. In four
states, Colorado, Maine, Minnesota and South Dakota, the fiscal year 78 plans in-
corporate other federal funds for Title XX services (e.g, IV-A, CETA, und
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WIN). With the exception of Minnesota, which provided the data for this anal-
ysis independent of the plan submitted to HEW, the data for these states are
derived, using the applicable Title XX match rate of 75/25 percent or 90/10 per-
cent (in the case of family planning). Comprehensive Title XX and non-Title
XX) estimates of clients served are excluded from the totals on the charts which
indicate estimated number of persons served by service.

Use of the Federal Allotment

As in fiscal year 76, there were discrepancies between planned and actual use
of federal Title XX funds in fiscal year 77. However the gap is narrowing. The
comparison below illustrates this.

Planned use  Actual use of
of Federa! ederal

Fiscal year 1976.......coeooccicnicccarecscceaucssacnsssnnsaacecsannsasconnsn 97.2 84.4
Fiscal Year 1977, .o oo iececccicsarcsncaasasasssscasconasasscnnanmeesonanen 97.8 89.0

1 State OA~41 submittals for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 as of Feb, 15, 1978,

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Secretari, we have just a list of questions
which we would like to submit for the record and get some answers.
Senator MoyN1HAN. Could I just say that you are nice to take the
point about the decline in the real value of payments to welfare fami-
lies which in New York has been about 28 percent since 1974. It would
be_interesting to know what you think it has been nationally.

Do you think we could get some judgment? That is not a hard
calculation.

Mr. CuamrioN. That certainly ought to be possible.

Senator MoyNiHAN. The new Census report has come out on money
and income and poverty status in American families for 1977, and I
just was doing some simple arithmetic with the median family in-
come. Since 1970, the median family income has only increased by 3.9
percent in constant dollars. I mean, that is almost a medieval rate, in
a decade to go up maybe 5 percent : You know, this country hasn’t been
working very well in these terms, and real income of people who are
dependent has been going down for the first time in the 20th century. I
don’t think there is any other time that this has been the case.

Mr. Cuampron. Those that are not on indexed programs. As a matter
of fact, many people have been moved out of poverty during that same
period by the indexing ;ﬁ'o ram.

Senator MoyniuaN. Right. The majority of persons living in pov-

erty as of 1977 were in what used to be called female-headed families
and are now called female householder, no husband present. There is
~ no longer a head of family. There is a male householder and a female
> householder. Those will be the terms in the 1980 census. But ths ma-
jority of poor people are in female householder, no husband present,
families. These are the poor people of this country, and none of them
are going to get any bit of this $2.9 billion. This $2.9 billion is not go-
1nito them, and you know that. That is our problem.
_ But we thank you and I hope we can work something out. Clearly
in the closing days of the session, there is a chance of getting & 1-year
extension conforming to what the House has done and to what you
want. That we could do.

1 8ee appendix on p, 165.
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The other thing is to sa¥ that you say that you can’t support our
welfare bill this year. Well, all right, but you know you are thereby
undertaking to pass a comprehensive welfare bill next year. Is that
going to be along with the comprehensive health insurance legislation

Mr. CuampioN. We will be proposing comprehensive——

Senator MoyNrHAN. And the comprehensive social security reform
legislation # ,

r. CaameioN. I would point out that the glan for health insurance
calls for the first increase in budget in 1983 and——

Senator MoyNiraN. All right. Could I just say that if you are
going to put welfare reform over to the next Congress, you are sort
of duty bourd to make it your first priority since we weren’t able to
get it this Congress, right ¢

You don’t have to answer that.

, Mr. CuamprioN. We have multiple priorities. That is certainly in
our——

Senator Moy~1HaN. Multiple priorities. Oh, my God, you sound like
the Office of Planning and Evaluation.

Mr. Secretary, get out of here.

Mr. CHampiON. Every man lives in his own environment.

Senator DanrorTH. Mr. Champion, you know there are several Re-
publicans, Senator Baker, Senator Bellmon, and myself, and at least
one Democrat, Senator Ribicoff, who are just all set to help you along
on welfare reform. You can accomglish virtually all of your objectives
and just breeze right through the Senate if you are of a mind to work
with us in that regard. So we are there with our smiles on our faces
and our helping hands extended to you just waiting for you to clutch
on to us.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Secretary, will you please get the hell out
o}f here? It is not going to get any better. It is going to go down from
there.

[General laughter.]

Mr. CaampioN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNI1HAN, Now, we have the pleasure of having the Hon-
orable Gregory Cusack, who is an Iowa State Representative, appear-
ing today on behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures.

r. Cusack, we welcome you.

Mr. Cusack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee.

Senator MoyN1HAN. I am going to have to point out that we must
ask our witnesses to confine themselves to a 10-minute period. There
are four Senators present and they will want to ask questions, and
the morning is going by rather quickly. Good morning. We welcome

you.

STATEMENT OF HON. GREGORY CUSACK, IOWA STATE REPRE-
SENTATIVE, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES, ACCOMPANIED BY DICK MERRITT, STAFF,
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

Mr. Cusack. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. I will try to honor that time limitation.
The gentleman with me is Mr, Dick Merritt, from the NCSL staff.
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Mr. Chairman, I am a State representative, as you mentioned,
from Iowa. I am chairman of the house budget committee in the State.
I am a member of the ways and means and rules committees, as well,
and resources committee. I also have in the past served as chairman
of the subcommittee which does appropriate dollars in our State for
social service purposes. In addition, I am presently cochairman of the
subcommittee on aging of the NCSL. The work product is not neces-
sarily equal to the titles, however, on all occasions.

Senator, if I might, since I understand you have a copy of the
written testimony, I would like to initially respond to some of your
comments on the relationship between welfare and title XX if I
might, and first of all, by saying that I basically agree with most of
your comments. ’

I would like to call to your attention and to the committee that I
think one of the relationships between title XX and welfare reform
that we ought to keep in mind is that ideally, title XX and other like
programs that may be coming down the pike in the future would hel
us deal with people before they become totally dependent upon wel-
fare, get the persons, whether as individuals or members, or family
units who have some problems that we can, as a partnership of State
and Federal and local officials, meet before it becomes the kind of total
dependency that then gets them all too often in a cycle we have
trouble breaking them out of.

And one of the problems we have right now with the existing cap
on title XX dollars is that many peolple who have been aided by title
XX dollars before, because that real income is declining, have been
forced into more true welfare-type programs.

We also, Mr. Chairman, await with you as legislators some kind
of genuine welfare reform in this country. It has been our continu-
ing disa}ilpointment to see that one Congress after another has not
dealt with that. Obviously in the States we do try our own initiatives,
but we are severely hampered by both Federal dollars, since we need
them so much, and the Federal regulations that come with them.

The degree to which we can initiate our own welfare reform is
severoly curtailed by whatever the Congress does or does not do.

If I might also, Mr. Chairman, Senator Curtis did to the previous
speaker ask a couple of questions to which I would like to address
myself for just 1 second.

That is, he had a question regarding the State planning under title
XX, and Senator, that does vary tremendously among States. In my
own State we have over the last several years involved more local offi-
cials in the planning process before. It began as almost a total execu-
tive program with some initial brief review by the lefi slature. In recent
years we have been involving ourselves more 1n the allocation of dollars
and the actual format of the plan itself.

Some States under a very strong executive system have an almost
total executive planned process in title XX. Others have substantial
lﬁgislative review, and I am not sure there is any more pattern than
that.

Second, the question was raised, too, in terms of the number of
States that are experiencing or approaching the limitation on caps in
their funds. Our information, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, is that in fiscal year 1977, there were 30 States at or near
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their cap limitation. In fiscal year 1978, practically every one of them
will be near or at the cap limitation in their existing title XX
authority.

The specifics of the title XX bill before you, gentlemen, we have no

uarrel with congressional intent for cost containment. I might add
that that has been something that I became difficult to live with once I
became budget chairman of the House, but it did contain some of my
otherwise spending implications, but it is important both for the Con-
gress and for us that we do have responsible fiscal management. A fter
all, it is not only a way to guarantee that Krograms are in fact de-
livered, but it is also one way to guarantee that the public support of
these programs will continue.

We also regard title XX as one of the most valuable programs the
Feds give us, In part because that conce&t of partnership both on your
part and ours, the initiative allowed to the States to develop our plans,
and the implied relationship between the State legislatures and the
local officials in planning is to us a very definite positive element.

The proposed language, therefore, in H.R. 12973, which I under-
stand is before you for markup, we also endorse in total, and we specif-
ically call your attention to our support of your language asking that
local officials be involved in the planning process. We do regard that
as positive. Hopefully most States in some respect already do involve
local officials. Your making it more explicit is one that we did not re-
gard as a problem, and we welcome it.

‘We have two major concerns, Mr. Chairman, with the existing title
XX limitations. First, that we feel that the funds, the cap limitation
on funds either should be lifted entirely or increased. We realize the
former is not very likely, so we would like to sugeport the increased
limitation. And secondly, that multiyear planning be allowed. I would
like to speak briefly to both of those.

The States now are experiencing, as I mentioned, that cap limitation
crunch. In my own State it has meant we have started to transfer sub-
stantial dollars from the general fund, at least substantial to the State
of Towa, to support programs that title XX heretofore supported en-
tirely. In the last 3 years, as we have been at our cap limitation, we
have appropriated $2.5 million from the State general fund to go to
assist local governments so they don’t have to pick up the entirety of
the crunch being faced by the State of Iowa because of the cap
limitation.

Inflation has eroded the existing dollars we have, not only in my
State but in all the States of the Union. Therefore, if cap limitations
remain constant, the real dollars available for expenditure decline.

Lastly, the result of this cap limitation has been that either we have
had cutbacks in services, which has been the case in some States, or we
have had greater financial burdens placed on State and local
governments.

That, of course, since we are all facing budgetary problems, is some-
thing that causes us much concern.

We have found, too, in our experience, at least in the State of Jowa,
and I think this is true of a lot of other States as well, that what was
felt to be under initial title XX passage an opportunity to address new
identification of local programs, we in fact spent most if not all of
those dollars picking up what heretofore had been borne by the previ-
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ous categorical assistance programs. So in our State, we went through
a great many planning processes which identified new needs and new
ways to deal with persons having those needs, and yet found when the
dollars were finally allocated that we did not have the money to address
new needs, in fact, had to scramble to keedp existing programs going.
Thus, we have through our States identified more things we need (o do,
yet do not have the money with which to do them.

The previous gentlemen from HEW spoke about the relative com-
fortable situation that States find themselves in with dollar surpluses.
I can only point out, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in
our own State where 3 years ago we had a budget surplus of $200
million, we will at the end of the ﬁresent fiscal year, be down to $40
million, and that is because we have deliberately channeled those
dollars either into properly tax relief or local education programs, in-
creased State support, or as has been the case most recently, into in-
creasing programs to aid our elderly citizens. As you may know, Iowa
ranks No. 3 in the country per capita number of elderly and we are
%ryixtllgl to address as a State with our own dollars what needs to be done

or them.

Also, in the last 8 years, our ADC costs, State share, increased by
$15 million. Qur title XIX budget has doubled, up to $80 million State
share, That obviously is a further drain on what surplus we have left,
and does somewhat hinder what we can do in picking up the lag in
title XX needs.

There has been, Mr. Chairman, in your initial remarks and your
initial statement about this hearing, some question, as well, about Fed-
eral formula changes, whether in fact there should be such., While I
can understand the need to reexamine that, and while NCSL does not
have an official position on that, I would only point out to the commit-
tee that such changes can have impacts on existing States who are re-
ceiving these dollars, and we could be in the interesting situation where
a Federal formula could be changed, you could increase the cap limita-
tion, and many States would nonetheless see an actual reduction in
dollars they would be able to use locally.

I would ask if you are going to investigate a change in the Federal
formula, that you might want to consider a hold harmless clause, so
that if you do make such changes, at least States now receiving dol-
lars will not realize an actual dollar reduction.

Last, Mr. Chairman, and because I am trying to be brief in my
remarks for your constraints on time, and because you do have the
written testimony, I would like to say that we in the State legislatures
look forward to increasing experiments with our Congress in ways to
try and demonstrate more programs at a local level. I think we can, at
the State level, be a little more flexible precisely because we are close to
the people. We recognize your concerns that we address the matters you
identify as priorities. We recognize that we need to be responsible with
cost containment measures, and in terms of being accountable to you
for the purposes that you identify in legislation. We do feel that if
you give us increasing flexibility, being able to meet these programs in
our own areas, we can demonstrate for you that we in fact can be in-
novative and experimental. I think in the long run it is a real plus for
the federal system.
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Senator MoynaaN. We thank you, Mr. Cusack, for well-spoken and
direct and concise testimony, very much within the time period.

Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. No questions. We thank you.

Senator Moyn1naN. Why don’t we defer to—I know Senator Dan-
forth will not be either distressed or surprised if I say Senator Long.

Senator Lona. No; thank you.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Senator Danforth.

Senator DanrorTH. No; thank you.

Senator MoyN1uaN. Mr. Cusack, you have said such sensible things,
but I just would like to ask you one question.

It is widely alleged that one of the principal effects of title XX is
that lacking any maintenance of effort requirement, that it has en-
gpraged (;;he substitution of Federal funds for State funds that were

ing used.

D(g> you have a judgment on that? Tell us what you really think, if
you indeed have some view.

Mr. Cusack. Mr. Chairman, I am not sure that I can as a judgment
say that it is true across the board.

Are you suggesting it has been the case throughout the States?

Senator MoynrHaN. Yes. I mean, how do you feel about this? I
mean, you are speaking for the State legislatures. Have you got any
feeling about this?

Mr. Cusack. Well, part of it comes, Mr. Chairman, with the fiscal
constraints we have already, and when title XX funds are constrained,
if I understand your question correctly, we do have to look for what
resources we can use. We have found in our State that some people are
going into title XIX support programs that otherwise would have
been eligible for one perhaps funded by title XX. It is a logical use of
Federal resources that we see.

In addition, now, we have tried to pump State dollars and increas-
ing amounts of local dollars in to pick up some of that slack. So if I
understand your question, I am not sure that in every instance we are
foing toward more Federal dollars in lieu of title XX, where that is

alling short. In substantial areas, the State and local governments
have picked up what the capitation has done.

Senator MoyNiraN. Well, I follow your point, and thank you for
the information, and thank you, Mr. Cusack, and we thank your
associate,

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cusack follows:]

STATEMENT OF STATE REPRESENTATIVE GREGORY CUSACK, Iowa

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Gregory Cusack,
State Representative from Davenport, Iowa. I am currently chairman of the Iowa
House Budget Committee, and serve on the Ways and Means and Human Re-
sources Committees. During the 1976-1977 legislative session, I chaired the
Human Resources subcommittee which dealt extensively with soclal services
legislation. I am also currently a member of the Human Resources Subcommittee
on Aging of the National Conference of State Legislatures. I appreciate the
opportunity to appear here today on behalf of both the National Conference of
State Legislatures and my own State of Iowa to discuss with you the need to
increase the current ceiling on Title XX social services programs,

The House has passed a bill, HR 12978, which will accomplish many of the
objectives that NCSL supports in the way ¢f increased funding over a period
of years, multi-year planning, extension of needed services, and greater program



61

flexibility. It is our hope that the Senate Subcommittee on Public Assistance will
seriously consider the provisions as passed by the House in HR 12973 and give
them your support when the full Senate Finance Committee convenes to mark-up
the Title XX legislation.

Because of the time limitation, I will keep my remarks brief, requesting the
opportunity to submit an extended version of my testimony for the record. As
you are aware, the greatest concern that we have facing us in the states today
with regard to Title XX is the federal spending cap of $2.5 billion. Five years
ago, a celling was needed to close the run-away spending on programs under
Titles IV-A and VI of thie Soclal Security Act. However, in the course of those
five years, many econontic and social factors have come into play which have
made the need for an increase essential. To cite a few examples:

1. High unemployment and the effects of the recession have placed an incrensed
burden on all human service programs over the past few years;

2. Inflation has eroded the real purchasing power of the $2.5 billion to ap-
proximately $1.7 billion in 1977, which shows no real growth in spending since
1972 when total Federal outlays reached $1.68 billion;

8. Entry level salaries of State social workers and supervisors increased about
7.5 percent per year between 1973 and 1975, and have continued to increase to
the present time;

4, Over 30 States had reached their ceiling cap in fiscal year 1977, and almost
every State will have reached their limit by the end of this fiscal year (1978) ;

5. Shifts in population away from urbanized/industrialized areas with high
concentrations of soclal services recipients have decreased the individual allot-
ments of many States, just when they should receive more money for expanded
gervice needs.

These factors have contributed to several negative effects about which State
and local officials have expressed concern. Improved planning and management
of consolidated soclal services programs have been blunted by lack of funds,
citizen participation has been undercut, the development of innovative approaches
to the delivery of social services has been restricted, and States are beginning
to carry an increased proportion of the social services burden.

Another negative effect, from the State legislative point of view, {s that the Fed-
eral spending cap has prevented State legislatures from becoming more active
in the planning process and distribution of Title XX funds. One of the key issues
that the Title XX legislation addressed five years ago was that of more state
legislative involvement in the planning and oversight processes of social service
programs. State legislatures viewed this as an opportunity to foster better state-
federal and state-local relations by becoming more active in assessing the social
service needs of their constituents. By holding public hearings, gathering infor-
mation from social service organizations and program recipients, and determin-
ing where the most serious needs were going unmet, the state legislature could
exercise its oversight authority in distributing Title XX funds to the programs
they deemed appropriate to meet citizen priorities. The federal spending cap, in
essence, has stalled this state legislative role by reducing the resources to de-
velop innovative programs to meet a wider range of needs.

Besides cutting services, states which have reached their ceiling have had to
resort to other means to stretch their alloted funding. Fourteen states as of 1976
had lowered the income level which families must meet to become eligible for
services, thereby reducing the eligible population. Some states have also begun
charging fees for services that were previously provided without charge, or
charging fees for services provided to families at lower income levels. According
to the Department of HEW, 92 percent of the states are now charging fees for
designated services provided to families In this lower income group.

Certainly it is clear to the Members of the Subcommittee here today that an
increase In Title XX funding is both necessary and warranted—states must have
adequate funding resources to carry out the mandates of the Title XX legisla-
tion to the maximum extent possible to reach those in the most need of services.

{Another concern of state and local officials has been addressed in H.R. 12073—
that of a multi-year planning process. Althought we would like to have seen
the three-year concept accepted by the House, we are pleased that a compromise
was reached whereby a state has the option to establish a Title XX program
planning cycle of two years. One of the main goals of Title XX [s to promote
comprehensive social service planing and coordination of all social service ac-
tivities within the states. This can only be accomplished if there are adequate
procedures and mechanisms to identify, plan and coordinate expenditures for

35-906 0 - 79 - 5
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all interrelated social service activities within the state. We belleve the multi-
year planning concept gives states more flexibillity to meet the planning and
coordination needs of their particular social service programs, and we urge you
to consider the advantages of multl-year planning when you mark-up the Title
XX legislation.

Other features of the House bfll which N'CSL has supported include appropri-
ate consultation with local officials on proposed Title XX plans, the extension of
special provisions relating to day care services, and allowing funds to be used
on a permanent basis for services for drug addicts and alcoholics and emergency
shelters for abused adults and children. We belleve these features will further
strengthen an already effective social services network. We also believe, how-
ever, that to efficiently and effectively administer the Title XX program In the
states, there must be an increase in the federal spending cefling over the period
of at least 3 or 4 years, and a multi-year planning process to better coordinate
services and maintain the flexibllity in Title XX programs which allows states
to provide social services in accordance with their individual needs and priorities.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today, and I will be happy
to answer any questions you may have at this time.

Senator MoyNmaN. And now Mr. William Murphy who is the
County Executive of Renssclaer Countv, N.Y., who 1s nppearing on
behalf of that most indefatigable of all organizations, the National
Association of Counties.

Mr. Murphy, we welcome you.

You have some associates with you ¢

Mr. Mureny. Yes, I do.

Senator Moy~1rHAN. Would you introduce them to the committee?

STATEMENT OF MR. WILLIAM MURPHY, COUNTY EXECUTIVE,
RENSSELAER COUNTY, N.Y., ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN BEDOIN,
COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SERVICES, RENSSELAER COUNTY,
N.Y.; AND JAMES KOPPEL, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Mr. MurpHYy. On my right, Senator, is Mr. John Bedoin, who is the
commissioner of social services for Rensselaer County.

Senator Moy~N1naN. Good morning, Commissioner.

Mr. Murpny. And on my left is Mr. Jim Koppel from the National
Association of Counties where he is a legislative analyst, and our key
person in this area of title XX and other related social services
programs.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are very welcome, gentlemen.

Mr. Murrny. Senator, let me say that the national association is very
grateful for this opportunity to address you and the other members
of the committee on what we ascertain to be one of the most impor-
tant issues that faces local government in this Congress. Certainly it
is an issue which is secondary to overall welfare reform, and we ap-
preciate the efforts of the Senator on this matter. And let me say that
as a member, Senator, of the opposition party from New York State,
that we are very grateful for your efforts in this arena since you have
been down here, and we are also very proud that you have gicked up
on this particular issue, and carried the burden, 1f you will, because
I know that you recognize what a very difficult burden it is to New
York counties. I recognize and my constituents recognize, Senator, as
well, that your efforts on our behalf here are greatly appreciated. So
we thank you.
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Senator Moy~Ni1HaN. Thank you, Mr. Murphy.

Senator DanrorTH. Don’t overdo it.

Mr. Mureny. If necessary, Senator, I will repeat that in 1982.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You are very generous,

Mr. MureHY. Senator, wo are here today to ask you and urge the
support of your committee behind H.R. 12973, which increases the
title XX cetling over the next 3 years, and in addition, provides for
greater locally elected official participation in the State planning
process.

I am not going to bore you with all of the material that I have in
here, and I am reminded of your admonition to the Under Sccretary,
I believe, that he didn’t have to present it and because he did, you
asked him some rather pertinent questions, and so I think what I will
do, if you don’t mind, Senator, is go right to the conclusions at the
end of the testimony and leave the other information for you to read
at your leisure.

enator Moy~imax. And we will place that in the record as if read.

Mr. Mureny. Yes; and summarize our main points,

One, a 3-year increase in the title XX ceiling would raise the ceiling
to $2.9 billion in fiscal 1979, $3.15 billion in fiscal 1980, and $3.45 billion
in fiscal 1981. These increases will help offset past and future inflation
and help counties maintain their current level of services.

Second, the amendment requiring State officials to consult with the
chief elected officials of local government in the development of the
State’s comprehensive services plan is one which we are very much in
favor of. In many instances, county officials spend much time and
effort putting together an accurate service plan for the county only
to have it disappear at the State level. The required consultation and
summary of local input in the service plan will greatly improve the
k)lanning process, not to mention the fiscal process in some Instances.

am sure you are aware, Senator, that under the Packwood-Mondale
bill of 2 years ago, New York State was given additional sums of
money. None of that money was in fact passed on to local counties, and
was all retained at the state level.

Third, States can adopt a comprchensive plan for a 2-year period
rather than a 1 year as under current law, is something again that we
are very much in favor of.

We also support making permanent the temporary provision allow-
u&% States to use title XX funds for services to alcoholics and drug
addicts.

And last, allowing States to use title XX funds to provide up to 30
days of emergency shelter for adults, which is not now permissible
under this plan.

We urge that all of these changes be permanent changes, and the
basic reason for this is simplfy that States and counties can’t ade-
quately—or effectively—plan for the future, when title XX require-
ments are permanent rather than temporary.

Senator, I would like to now, if I can, present to you a case picture
of Rensselaer County, N.Y., and how we {lave related to the title XX
plan in our particular county.

For the benefit of you gentlemen from outside New York, Rensse-
laer County has a population of about 150,000 people. It is perhaps a
microcosm of the United States in that we have a very large and old
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urban center, the city of Troy, and that happens to be surrounded by a
rather large and aflluent suburban belt, and outside of that, perhaps
70 percent of the county is rural, a lot of farming, a lot of agricultural
products take place and are manufactured there.

Let me say that since the title XX ceiling has been in effect in
Rensselaer County since the fiscal year of about 1973, we have seen
a 50-percent increase in our ADC caseload. Qur ADC caseload has
gone up about 2,000 cases, which represents about a 50-percent in-
crease over that period of time. We have seen inflation go up over that
period of time about 35 percent. We have seen the title XX allocation
to Rensselaer County over that same period of time go down about
8 percent, because as New York State lost part of its allocation due to
population considerations and other related factors, Rensselaer
County similarly was cut. We also saw the tax rate in Rensselaer
County, the real property tax rate in this county, go up 66 percent over
that same period of time, so much so that the local share of social serv-
ices now consumes a full 91 percent of the real property tax levy of
my county.

Gentlemen, we cannot continue to provide these types of services
mandated by the State government, }undod in part by the Federal
Government, and continue to remain viable as a local government
entity. Now, we have a perfect illustration here with the title XX
program, because under the title XX program, not only do we ad-
minister the services required and submit our plans as required, but
the Federal regulations require us to advertise these services, It re-
quires us to publish our plans. It requires us to make the people aware
of our program. As a result, advertising has one objective in mind,
and that is to increase demand, and that is exactly what it does. For
every dime that we go over the title XX ceiling, 1t must come out of
our realy property tax levy, a levy that is already confiscatory and
already too high.

By the same token, we find that the commitment to title XX being a
year at a time is totally inadequate for us to be able to adequately plan
and implement the programs that we are going to deliver in the form
of the social services. I submit to you that having an annual plan is a
waste of time and a waste of money. What we need is an annual evalua-
tion of the plan to be able to determine whether or not our objectives
and needs have been met, and what we need is some kind of realistic
increase in their ceiling as contained in the House bill that will allow us
to continue to maintain the services that we are now providing and not
curtail them, because the net result of the title XX program has been
just the opposite of its intent, and its intent was to expand services to
the indigent to be able to make them more reliable, Senator Curtis, as
you pointed out, more self-sufficient, and get them off the welfare dole.
The fact of the matter is that just the opposite has occurred because we
do not have sufficient resources within the title XX ceiling to be able to
provide those kinds of services, and inflation alone has robbed us of 35
percent. The Federal allocation formula has robbed New York of
substantial amounts of money.

So where we would like to be able to put money into programs
designed to make people more self-reliant and get them off the welfare
roles, the ceiling on the title XX program, and the lack of 3-year clear
commitment to funding at an increasing rate, and the overall inflation
rate, has made that impossible.
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So gentlemen, this is really a very simple request. We need some
more money. We are not asking for a lot. It has been pointed out that
if just inflation were applied to the original $2.5 billion, we would be
talking about an allocation of about $3.6 billion right now. We are not
even asking for that next year.

Senator McyNiaaN. That is an exactly correct statement.

Mr. Mureny. Thank you, sir.

Senator MOYNIHAN. 'i:he bell has rung, and I am sorry it did because
you have been making such extraordinary good sense, Mr. Murphy. I -
really mean that.

Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. Well, I appreciate your statement.

Just one question. How large, populationwise, is Rensselaer County ¢

Mr. Mureny. It is about 150,000, Senator, as of the 1970 Census.

Senator Curtis. And what is the nature of the population there?
Are they workers in industry or——

Senator MoyNIHAN. Trojans.

Mr. Mureny. The work force is comprised of about 72,000 people.
Of the 72,000 people, approximately one-half work for the State of
New York, as the capitaFis just across the river in Albany itself. I
would guess about 10 }l)lercent of the population or less is engaged in
agriculture, even though about 70 percent of the land could be classified
as agricultural land.

So we are talking abont a relatively stable population. We are talk-
ing about a relatively old population. About 1 in 614, 1 in 7 is over the
age of 65, which puts us above the national average, national per-
centage in that particular category. By the same token, about half the
population is under the age of 21.

We have a population, an indigent population, of somewhere in the
vicinitfv of 5,000 to 6,000 and that right now consumes 60 percent of the
$55 million budget that makes up Rensselaer County government.

Senator Curtis. And that is spread to how many people?

Mr. Murpny. Pardon? ,

Senator CurTis. And how many people share in that?

Mr. Murpny. Pardon?

Senator Curtis. And how many people share in that?

Mr. Murpny. Somewhere in tze vicinity of 5,000 receiving actual
public assistance grants. You could probably add another 5,000 on
receiving all types of services, including medicaid eligible and some
other types of services.

Senator Curtis. Do you have any significant trends in populationt

Mr. Mureny. No; we do not, sir. .

Senator Curtis. Do you have an opinion as to which one of the vari-
ous activities, which ones of the various activities under title XX, are
doing the most good for the dollar spent ? )

Mr. Mureny. I certainly do. I would say adoption services are
providing a tremendous place for us to be able to create alternatives for
people who desire to have alternatives to abortion. The day care cer-
tainly is providing a very useful service to the people because it allows
the working mothers to be able to leave their children in secure places
and know that they are going to be well cared for. .

Foster care is primarily one of the more important things that takes
place under our title X}g program. It is also one of the most difficult
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things for us to be able to accomplish because it is becoming increas-
ingly more difficult to place children in foster care these days, at a time
when we should be developing alternatives to puttin childyren in insti-
tutions. We are talking also about the home-related services because
they save us money. Instead of having to institutionalize people, we
are able to go into their homes and ;ilrovide meals and things of this
nature for them, help them maintain their own good health.

Sl()) ilflyou ask me which services are the most vital, those services are
probably.

Senator Curtis. That’s all, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyN1zAN. I would just like to take a moment to say that
what Mr. Murphy has said, Senator Curtis, is that Rensselaer County
is an old county of New York and borders over on Massachusetts, the
Hudson, where the Mohawk enters the Hudson. It is an important
industrial center, and an early one, and it is being reduced to beggary
by Federal programs. I think you said, Mr. Murphy, that 91 percent
of the property taxes collected in Rensselaer County go to providing
social services.

Mr. MurpHY. That’s exactly correct, Senator.

Senator MoyN1HAN. That’s 91 percent. I mean, everything the
collect in property taxes goes to providing one or another manda
Federal program, but when we come along with the welfare reform
that would return some of that money 1n fiscal relief, Secretary
Champion can't be for that, and the Federal Government requires you
to advertise and say that if you haven’t spent enough of the tax money,
spend some more.

It is not as if this wasn’t a place that is trying to abide and do its
duty ; it does and yet it is being broken in the process.

enator Long ¢

Senator Long. Let me say that it bothers me very much to see those
in the bureaucracy trying to hold the State and local governments hos-
tage, to try to make them advocate something that those people
don’t have much enthusiasm for. I really don’t think that this is the
move of the President or the Secretary. It is those below that level who
are going to be there no matter who wins the next election or who wins
the next election or who wins the next election. Some of them have
been there a very long time already.

Now, the fiscal relief is apparent. We ought to grmit the States and
counties, where they can save some money by better administration
and by moving some people into jobs, to keep t{e money that they save
and put it to whatever useful purpose they can find for it. But this
idea of trying to run up the cost of a ngmm by excessive Federal
regulations and redtape, and then tell these people, in effect, that
when you come in here and advocate our program and sup})ort it, we
will give you some relief, and not before, is little short of extortion
in my judgment. Sometime ago one of the welfare administrators
told me that one of the officials out at the Department of HEW
heard his complaints and said, “Now, let me just tell you frankly,
we are going to make it hurt, and hurt, and hurt still worse until you
people come in here gnd advocate this guaranteed income plan that we
want to put over.”

Now, I don’t know what your views are on that proposal, and I am
not speaking to that at this moment. It just seems to me that for the
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time being, while the Congress and the Executive are resolving their
different points of view about what the welfare approach of the future
will be, that we ought to provide the State and local governments
with the tools it takes to do a job. We ought to provide some relief
from all this bureaucracy and a]ll the needless costs forced onto State
and local governments by the redtape of Federal regulations which re-
quire State and local officials to comply with first one thing and next
another until they are absolutely driven up a wall trying to find some
way to comply with all those rules.

Mr. Murpny. It certainly does, Senator, and more than drive you
up a wall, it puts you in the unenviable position of having to go before
your taxpayers and your voters and saying that I have to raise your
taxes 66 percent over a 3-year period because of programs that are
mandated upon us by the Federal and State governments and I have no
input into those programs. That is really what we are saying here.

We applaud your efforts, Senator, on behalf of fiscal relief. And
let me say what fiscal relief means to me as an clected county official
who must face the people on October the 20 and present yet another
budget to them for this year. It means that just maybe the percentage
of increase in their tax rate will be less than it was last year. It doesn’t
mean that we are going to have a windfall. It means that the amount
of money that I am going to have to take from the pockets of the
people who pay the bills will be somewhat less than it otherwise would.

We need that fiscal relief, we need it desperately, and we really can’t
wait for it.

Senator Loxg. Well, now if you people could do just one or two
things to help us help you, we could do it more effectively. Now, it
secems to me that we ought to pass legislation—and maybe we can in
what remains of this session—to provide you at least a 30-percent in-
crease in Federal funding and to put it on a flat grant basis in place of a
matching basis. Tt is just a grant of the amount that States now get in
Federal matching plus as much additional as we can provide. Now, if
we do that and make it more or less of a block grant, your people ought
to be able to point out to us some of these regulations that really don’t
do anything useful. Perhaps we can strike down a bunch of that
stuff or else, out of 5,000 pages of regulations, we could designate about
3,000 pages of it to be purely advisory. In other words, if you want to
do it, you can do it, but you would not be required to comply with those
rules.

I don’t know how you people at local and State levels are expected
to comply with all that fiasco that is dreamed up in these departments
as regulations for you.

Mr. Mureny. I can only say that certainly T concur and we would
be very happy to provide you with the information you need as to
which of the regulations fall into that category. T hasten to say I
think most of them will.

Senator Loxg. Well, I suspect that would be the case, too. I am
sure some of the regulations have good commonsense behind them
and ought to be followed, but even with a lot of those, it would do no
harm if you had the discretion to decide for yourself whether you want
todoiit.

I can think of some cases where the States really ought to do some-
thing but where it would do no harm if they had the option to decide
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that for themselves. Take the regulation that requires you to have a
merit system, for example. I think that even without that regulation,
States wouldn’t dare go back to a pure spoils system—one where they
hire people without any regard to qualifications at all. Just because
they supported a successful candidate. It seems to me that that is one
of the more desirable regulations, but I think a lot of other regula-
tions have a very minimal advantage, even though the intent behind
them is good. '

Mr. Mureny. I think we have demonstrated through two programs,
really, first, the Federal revenue sharing program, that when the
Federal Government does give us money and does not provide strin-
gent requirements on how it should be spent, that we spend it wisely,
and let me say that if it were not for the Federal revenue sharing
program, I am sure that I would have resigned as county executive
at least 3 years ago because it would have meant another almost 30-

rcent increase in the tax levy for the people who are already over-

urdened.

And the other program, and I would like to put a little plug in for
it because I think county government has done an outstanding job
in administering it, is the CETA program, and I recognize that some
of you may have reservations about the way the CETA program is
being administered, but let me say that in my county, CETA program
has meant 1,200 jobs to people who would otherwise have been un-
em}:loyed. And we have had your Federal auditors in and they have
looked us over and they said we have done a good job.

I think you will find that that is the norm and not the exception
throughout the United States.

Senator Lo~e. Do you believe, Mr. Murphy, that, if additional fund-
ing were provided for day care for AFDC recipients, you would be
able to place more in employment and reduce welfare expenditures?

Mr. Murrny. Well, Senator, I guess the best way to answer that is
to say we oppose the concept of earmarking what is supposed to be a
block grant to specific purposes, but if this must be continued, if the
$200 million requirement must be continued, then certainly we are

repared to accept that. If that money is expanded, yes, it would al-
ow us to put more money into day care services and ostensibly work
up more working mothers for jobs.

Senator Long. Well, we passed a bill last year that would do a
number of things, onc of which would let States set up a work demon-
stration project, and so far the administration has successfully killed
that by just not issuing the regulations. In the future we might do bet-
ter to put a provision in all these bills to say that these changes are
effective immediately without any Federal regulations.

Mr. MureHy. We would applaud that, Senator. Thank you.

Senator Loxa. And we coulpdp require that the regulations would have
to be approved by us so that you could go ahead and do what you think
we meant for you to do and let the regulations come along later.

Mr. MureHy. Or maybe have the input of the people affected by the
decisionmaking as well. If there could be some way that a commis-
sion were established or just an arm of the Congress established in
the Senate providing for local input from those people who are going
to have to implement the program. I think we are in a unique position
to be able to bring things to your attention, Senator.
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Senator Loxg. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman

Senator Moy~NIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Danforth?

Senator DanrortH. No questions,

Senator Moy~Niuan. Well, Mr. Murphy, we thank you very much,
and we thank your associates. You have given us a touch of reality here
and it helps. Thank you.

Mr. Murpny. Thank you, Senator.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Murphy follows:]

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM MURPHY, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, RENSSELAER CoUNTY, N.Y.
ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES '

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my name is William Murphy,
County Executive, Rensselaer County, New York. I am chairman of the Income
Maintenance Subcommittee of the Welfare and Social Services Steering Commit-
tee of the National Association of Counties (NACo). I am accompanied by James
Koppel, legislative representative with NACo.

We are here to urge your support of H.R. 12973 to increase the Title XX ceil-
ing over the next three years and to provide for greater local elected officials par-
ticipation in the state planning process.

County officials in New York and across the country have both fiscal and admin-
istrative responsibility for welfare and social services. In 1977, counties spent
nearly $8 billion on welfare and social services—more than on any other county
service, Over 1,250 counties administer welfare programs which serve half of the
recipients of aid to famillies with dependent children (A¥DC). Counties are also
the major providers of social services at the local level. These statistics display
the county commitment and vital role in providing income maintenance and social
services to poor and low inome families and individuals. The Title XX block grant
concept has allowed state and county governments to plan for a comprehensive ap-
proach to service delivery. However, the permanent ceiling of $2.5 billion over
the past six years has had regressive effect on the efforts of state and local
governments.

Title XX of the Social Security Act provides block grants to states for social
services on a 75/25 matching basis. States and counties like this block grant ap-
proach because it allows them to tailor their programs to their unique needs and
priorities. Counties provide a variety of services under Title XX including:

(a) homemaker services for old or handicapped people to keep them out of
institutions;

(b) meals on wheels;

(c) protective services for children including counseling for abusive parents,
day care for abused children and emergency intervention services;

(d) day activity centers for mentally retarded children;

(e) family planning; and

() day care for working poor families.

The Main thrust of H.R. 12973 is to increase the Title XX ceiling over the next
three years. This increase, which NACo strongly supports, would raise the ceiling
from the current $2.5 billion level (plus the $200 earmarked for daycare) to $3.45
billion in fiscal year 1981. The inflation rate alone would have caused the Title
XX ceiling to rise to $3.6 billion now. By 1981, the three year increase to $3.45
billion will be far behind the inflation rate. Still the increase will help maintain
the current level of services and, more importanty, allow states and counties to
plan for the future knowing new money will be available, This will result in pro-
gram stability to allow more emphasis on quality of services and evaluation of
services.

The Administration’s bill and H.R. 12973 are similar but the major distinction
is a one year versus multi-year funding increase. The administration’s bili, S.
3148, does not provide an adequate or realistic increase in the Title XX ceiling.

3The National Association of Counties is the only national organization representing
county government in the United States. Through its membership, urban, suburban, and
rural counties join together to bulld effective, responsive county government. The goals of
the organization are: to improve county governments; to serve as the national sgo esman
for county governments; to act as a laison between the nation’s countles and other levels
of government ; and, to achieve public understandipg of the role of countles in the federal

system.
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Its increase of $150 million is authorized for just four years and it extends the
$200 million earmarked for day care for 1979 only. The bill makes only a feeble
attempt to meet the needs of those providing and recelving services under Title
We urge the Finance Committee to focus on H.R. 12073. The House voted over-
whelmingly (346-54) for H.R. 12973 with the three year increase. Senators Dole
and Gravel have offered an amendment providing a three-year increase which al-
ready has 14 co-sponsors including Senator Hathaway and Senator Matsunaga
of the Finance Committee. I understand that this amendment has now been in-
troduced as a bill and on behalf of county officials across the country, I want to
thank Senator Gravel and Senator Dole for their continuing efforts.

Before moving to the technical amendments, I would like to briefly discuss
efforts aimed at welfare reform and fiscal relief for welfare costs. County
officials are grateful to Senator Moynihan and Senator Long, and Senator
Cranston for their efforts to take the tremendous welfare financial burden off
county property taxpayers, I believe, however, that welfare fiscal relief and wel-
fare reform efforts are separate issues from increasing the Title XX ceiling. In-
creased Title XX funding will help counties to maintain thelr current level
of soclal services. Fiscal relief will provide much needed property tax rellef
to local taxpayers. We urge you to continue your efforts to provide fiscal retief,
expand the earned income tax credit and provide tax credits to those who
will hire weifare recipients.

County officials who run our nation's present welfare “non-gystem’” will not
give up in this Congress or the next on trying to achieve meaningful reform.
Providing us with fiscal relief this year, will not divert us from achieving
reform next year. Be assured of that.

NACo supports all of the technical amendments included in H.R. 12978
and urges ihe committee to include them in the legislation. These technical
amendmer:ts include:

(1) The amendment requiring state officials to consult with the chief elected
officials of local government in the development of the state’s comprehensive
services plan. In many instances county officials spend much time and effort
putting together an accurate service plan for the county only to have it “dis-
appear’” at the state level. The required consultation and summary of local
input in the service plan will greatly improve the planning process.

(2) States can adopt a comprehensive services plan for a two-year period,
rather than one year as under current law.

(3) Making permanent the temporary provision allowing states to use Title
XX funds for services to alcoholics and drug addicts.

(4) Allowing states to use Title XX funds to provide up to 30 days of emer-
gency shelter for adults.

All of the changes we support should be permanent changes. The basic reason
for this is states and counties can plan for the future more effectively when
the Title XX requirements are permanent rather than temporary

NACo opposes earmarking or targeting of funds in Title XX. This earmarking
or targeting would work against the block grant concept upon which Title XX
is constructed. Such earmarking also contradicts the emphasis placed on state
and county governments to plan for services reflective of the needs of their
population. Therefore county officials oppose the continuation of earmarking
of $200 million for day care. This amount should be made a permanent part
of the ceiling. We also do not support Senator Hathaway's proposed amend-
ment which would earmark one percent of the funding increase for planning
for regional councils. This may apply to Maine, but is not appropriate for
many states and would take a significant amount of money away from much
needed program funding.

In conclusion, I would again like to emphasize the tremendous need for a
three-year increase in the Title XX ceilling. This fuding would provide the
necessary increases for states and counties to continue to meet the service needs
of the poor and low income population. We hope the Finance Committee will
schedule and report out this legislation as soon as possible. I thank Senator
Moynihan and members of the subcommittee for this opportunity and would
be pleased to answer any questions at this time.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR POINTS

NACo supports H.R. 129073 which includes the folowing:
(1) A three year increase in the Title XX ceiling. The amounts would
raise the celling to $2.9 billion in fiscal year 1979; $3.15 billion in fiscal year
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1980, and $3.45 billion in flscal year 1981. These increases will help offset past
and future inflation and help counties maintain their current ievel of services.

(2) The amendraent requiring state officials to consult with the chief elected
officlals of local government in the development of the state's comprehensive
services plan 1s one we are very much in favor of. In many instances county
officials spend much time and effort putting together an accurate service plan
for the county only to have it “disappear” at the state level. The required
consultation and summary of local input in the servica ptan will greatly improve
the planning process,

(3) States can adopt a comprehensive servicer plan for a two-year period,
rather than one year as under current law,

(4) Making permanent the temporary provision allowing states to use Title
XX funds for services to alcohollcs and drug addicts.

(5) Allowing states to use Title XX funds to provide up to 30 days of emer-
gency shelter for adults.

All of the changes we support should be permanent changes. The basic
reason for this is states and counties can plan for the future more effectively
when the Title XX requirements are permanent rather than temporary.

Senator Moy~NiHaN. Now, we next have, I am going to ask Mr.
Jerald Stevens, who is secretary of human services of the State of
Massachusetts, who appears on behalf of the National Governors’—
it says here Association.

ave you chan your name ?

Mr. STevENns. Have we changed our name ?

Senator Moy~N1HAN. You've changed your name. You can’t depend
onanything any more. )

__It’s the National Governors Conference as far as the chairman of
this subcommittee is concerned, but you are welcome in any guise, Mr.
Stevens. We welcome you.

Mr. Stevens. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. )

I have prepared written testimony and I will not refer to it except
for my brief introductory remarks.

Senator Moy~NinaN. Thank you. We’'ll put it in the record as if

read.

STATEMENT OF JERALD L. STEVENS, SECRETARY, EXECUTIVE
OFFICE OF HUMAN SERVICES, STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS, ON BE-
HALF OF THE NATIONAL GOVERRORS’ ASSOCIATION

Mr. Stevens. I am here on behalf of the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation, and as you know, we do support the bill that is before you.

I would like to make some comments regarding title XX, and my
experience with it, and then focus quickly on several of the issues that
we think are important for your committee’s deliberation as well as
things that have been discussed this morning.

First of all, in the 4 years that I have been in State government, it
seems clear to me that title XX has accomplished a number of im-
portant things. I came just at the point where the conversion from
4A to XX was occurring, and many of the issues that you spoke of
today I think were occurrences that were happening under 4A, and I
think title XX was seen as a remedy to some of those problems.

It certainly has provided, I think, an appropriate planning vehicle
which has allowed us to being testing, Senator, some cost-benefit issues
around services. In our State, for example, we have expanded sig-
nificantly elderly services, alternatives to people going into nursing
homes, and have come up with a blend of services out of both health
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dollars and social services dollars that we think we can demonstrate
is a far better social purpose and also provides services a lower cost.

It also has provided, I think in our State, and I believe in other
States, an_appropriate way to standardize contracting for services,
which again in many States is a complex, needlessly expensive process.
And along the way, in providing certain standardization, it has pro-
vided tools that I think increasingly people can use to evaluate pro-
%;ams. Finallf', it has brought together a number of State agencies,

th the single State agencies and others, to work together, which I
think is an appropriate goal.

What we would like to draw your attention to are what I think are
the two key issues in the bill before you. One is the increase in dollars.
The administration has spoken to their support for that increase for
1 year. We see a desperate need for increases both in this year and in
the coming year, and if I could cite again, areas where there is a clear
and apparent need for both elderly, for day care, for protective service
cases, we cannot stand by and allow those needs to go unattended. We
cannot allow the pressures of proposition 13 and others to blind us to
the needs that will not be met unless you act and the Senate act this
year to support an increase.

I am a httle confused by the Secretary’s testimony. In response to
Senator Gravel he said that he thought that the basic policy, social
»olicy was the bottoms up dplanning process. It seems to me entirely
inconsistent to say that and not support a 3-year commitment to in-
crease moneys, because it seems to me impossible to ask citizens and
local government and other people to come together and be uncertain
as to what the next year’s funding will be. So if that was the admin-
istration’s social policy, it seems to me—and I think that was said
very clearly by Mr. Champion—it seems to me completely inconsistent
not to support the 3-year cycle, increase funding to support that lo-
cal government planning cycle that I think we can all speak to.

Finally, I would like to comment on something that I know is the
chairman’s attention, the allocation formula, We believe with the
chairman—and now I am speaking for the State of Massachusetts as
distinguished from the National Governors’ Association—that allo-
cation formula should be changed. We believe also, though, that that
could not be accomplished this year or it would be very ifficult to be
accomplished this year, and so I would state that most firmly that there
needs to be a new allocation formula. Qur State, for example, is losing
money each year under title XX, when it is clear to us that the needs
are gdrowing higher, but rather, that be looked upon as next year’s
agenda.

But this year’s agenda should be the bill before you. It should allow
for an increase over the next 3 years in title XX to meet what we
think is a clear and apparent—a clear need, and one which I think we
can increasingly and proudly say that we know what we are doing,
and that we %eel that we are accomplishing good, sometimes at less
cost.

One final comment. If you don’t act on this, I think that you will en-
courage a refinancing of a kind that one of the previous speakers
spoke to, and I think it has some pernicious effects, that is, & refi-
nancing of needed services into health and into the title XIX which
is not a capped entitlement program. What is happening, I believe, is
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that certain services—I'll speak to homemaker services, but among
others—are being funded by title XIX rather than title XX. They are
getting more expensive as we include physicians and others to sign the
necessary papers, nurses to sign the necessary papers to get those serv-
ices, and so what the Federal Government I think is being faced with
is an increase, substantial increase in the medicaid program where
much or at least some of those services are actually going to social
services or something that we would otherwise be funding through
this title XX program.

So T think if you don’t increase this money, you will find the in-
creases coming in another part of our program without accomplishing
some of the good of the coordination, some of the good of the
illr)l(l))roved services that the title program in my experience has brought
about.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Moy~1max. We thank you, sir, for a very direct statement.
You came in under your time. Yours is the fastest time today. There
ought to be some reward for that, don’t you feel ?

Mr. Stevens, Thank you.

Senator Moy~1iaN. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. No questions. The testimony was very helpful.

Senator MoyNr1ian. Mr. Chairman ¢

Senator Long. As you know, the administration’s welfare reform bill
is not going to pass this year. The chairman of this subcommittee can
tell you that; I can tell you that as the chairman of the full committee;
Mr. Corman can tell you that as the chairman of the subcommittee on
the House side; and Mr. Ullman can tell you that as chairman of the
full committee over there.

Now, there are certain parts of that bill, certain aspects of it that
could become law. For example, on the tax bill that is in our committee
wo could expand and make more workable the tax credit for the work-
ing poor, known as the earned income tax credit. That would help
make work more attractive than welfare. We can also improve
on what we have in the law, and improve on what the House has sent us,
in the way of a tax credit for employers to provide work opportunities
for the poor. We can make it more attractive for them to hire these
low income people and thus move them out of dependency and into the
work force. We could also provide some fiscal relief, as Senator Moyni-
han and myself and others are trying to get together on, to provide
the States with some of the fiscal relief that they have been led to be-
lieve that they were going to get. And further, in view of the fact that
the program 1s not going to be federalized anytime in the near future,
we could provide the States their money more as a block grant so that
if they can save some money they could have the benefit of keeping that
money and reallocating it, if they want to, to whatever social purpose
they think desirable. They could save money by better administration,
by the child support program which forces absent parents to make a
contribution to the support of their abandoned children, and by things
of that sort.

Now, all of that would be improvements of the program, and all of
that would be welfare reform even though it doesn’t add another 22
million people to the welfare rolls. Right now I think the public
would revolt rather than see that happen.
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Now, why shouldn’t we do that rather than just stew in our own
juice, you might say, for another year until we start the fight on welfare
reform all over again? Why cant we Em the parts that people can
agree have merit and that I would think the States would favor?

Mr. StevENs. You are not in your comments speaking against the bill
that is before you but rather to speak to, I assume, an alternative wel-
fare reform package. This is, I believe the merits of this bill stand on
their own.

Senator Loxe. What I am talking in favor of doing is some of these
things you are talking about, but some of these other things, too.

Mr. Stevens. I understand. All right, fine.

It seems to me—and we have had some experience. I work for a
Governor, Mike Dukakis, who is very much involved, as you know, in
the welfare reform package. We have had some experience in ;;rovid‘mg
incentives, including work and work requirements, and we believe that
those will demonstrate that there is an appropriate use of some kind of
linkage to work activities.

It seems to me, though, at the same time, Senator, that the kind of
package that we had or thought we had 115 months ago met marg' more
of the needs of those people who cannot work in the future and those
who can and should be given incentives to work than any patch, if I can
use that abrupt word, patch as you suggest in your comments a
minute ago.

I believe that we can noccomplish 2 much more aggressive transition
of people from a welfare role to a work environment. I believe that
the welfare reform package that we thought we had put together a
month and a half ago accomplishes that in a much more sure way than
what your thoughts suggest.

Senator Lona. Well, T think of that old song that was popular back
in my youth, “All or Nothing at ALY

Mr. SteveEns. Well, I don’t think that was all in any way.

Senator Lone. It seems to me that we should be talking about
what we can do. That is, what we can do right here, this year. We can
improve on the employment tax credit and make it something that can
be administered for more effectively both for the working poor and for
the employers as well. We can provide fiscal relief and we can move to
a block grant approach, all of which ought to greatly improve the
program. That much we know we can do—we could do it if we get
behind it.

Now, if your people want to tell you : “Oh, no, we want to hold on and
wait for the program where the Federal Government is going to take
it all over.”—well, let me tell you this: When that thing comes u
here, the fur is going to fly. My guess is that if you talk about diffi-
culties in passing the energy bill, if you think that is a problem, you
just wait until they bring this other thing in here.

With the taxpayers’ revolt going on, you just watch the fur fly when
they try to move on a welfare reform program to increase the cost of
gol\lrernmont by $20 billion and add 22 million more recipients to the
rolls.

Now, as far as this Senator is concerned, my State—Louisiana—is
not really hurting. We have more unemployment and less people on
welfare all at the same time. That is because the various things that
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we have done to help move some of these people into the mainstream
of employment has reduced our welfare rolls, so we don’t really have
to have help. . . .

Massachusetts, on the other hand, is having some difficulty and I
know some other States are having some problems. We would be glad
to help, but——

Mr. Stevens. We appreciate that offer, Senator. .

Senator Long. But let me suggest to you that getting that help is
not just a matter of saying that you are going to hold your breath
until you get that all or nothin% at all proposition. You will have
to wait for the ice cap to come off the North Pole and come down to
provide you—-

Mr. Stevens. Well, I would characterize what had been worked on
a month—excuse me. I am sorry, Senator. I would characterize that a
month and a half ago as not an all or nothing, but rather representing
a significant give and take and the costs, at least, that I know that
that had, was more on the order of 10 billion rather than 22 billion.
There were alternatives being discussed that were rejected in that
compromise. So I think it was more appropriately meeting your stand-
ard of reconciling some significant. difference and providing a good,
integrated program rather than patched together program. .

Senator ono. Well, let me just tell you my experience about this,
and T have been around here for 30 years. My impression about this
sort of thing is that, if you want to get something that you think is
a good thing, you should do what you can do now. Then come back
next year and do what you can do the next year. And then come back
the next year, and do what you can do then. And, over a period of
time, you will have a lot to show for it.

Now, I compare that to the situation in health insurance. We have
some very well intentioned people who take the attitude that they
don’t want to move on hea,]tfle insurance until we are able to pass a
program that completely provides for Federal medical care of every-
body from the crats)le to the grave and in every aspect of their medical
needs. Now, that same group has been advocating that thing for about
40 years, and they have had something in their party platform for at
least 30 years. The only time they ever got anytging done in 30 years
was when they came up to some of us and said :

It looks like we had better make a start somewhere, so how about passing
this Medicare. We will just start out by providing medical care for the aged.
And then when we get that done we will go from there to see what else we can
do. But we ought to have some credibility instead of looking like just a bunch
of Ineffective nuts or whatever. We think it would be good to do something to
show that we are capable of doing something. How about passing Medicare?

So we passed it and the old people have their medical care. And
while we were at it, we decided to do something for the poor at the
same time. So in the same bill we put in the medicaid plan. These two
programs between them provide a great deal of medical care to the
gfed and to the disabled and to the low income people. And we could,
if those people who want all or nothing would just get out of our way,
right now, pass a bill for catastrophic insurance for every citizen in
America. But we have got that bunch of people who are an impedi-
ment to getting anything done—the all-or-nothing-at-all crowd.

. Now, Lyndon Johnson had been the most effective legislative leader
in the history of this Nation, getting things done that otaer people
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couldn’t pass through a Congress. It was my privilege to work with
him on some of these things, as a committee chairman and as a party
leader, and he used to say that politics is the art of the practical, or
legislation is the art of the achievable. You have got to think in terms
ofg what you can do rather than all this highminded principle of hold-
ing out, of waiting until the turn of the contury rather than settling
for something a little less,

There’s been many a mother concerned about her daughter because
her daughter had set her sights too high, It makes me think of that old
story about the man who proposed marriage to a young lady. She said,
“How much money do you have?” and he said, “Well, all T have is
$100.” And she said, “I promised my father I would never marry a
man who didn’t have at least a million dollars.” ] )

So he came back a year later and proposed marriage again, and she
said, “How much money do you have?” and he said, “Well, I've got
$1,000 now.” And she said, “I’'m sorry but I told you I promised my
father, T would never marry & man who didn’t have a million dollars.”
So the man was gone, and he came back about 5 years later and pro-
posed marriage again and she said, “How much money do you have#”
He said, “Well, now T have $1200.” She said, “Well, that’s close
enough.”

Sometimes people have to be willing to settle for what they can get.
[General laughter.]

Senator Moy~miaN, Senator Danforth ?

Senator DaxrorTH. No questions.

Senator Moy~1maN. Well, we thank you very much.

Mr. Stevens. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stevens follows:]

STATEMENT OF JERALD L. STEVENS, SECRETARY, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF HUMAN
SERVICES, STATE OF MASSACHUSRETTS ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS'
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am here today on behalf on the National Governors' Assocla-
tion to urge your support for H.R. 12973, which would increase the ceiling on
federal funding of the Title XX program over the next three years. My testimony
also represents the views of my own Governor Michael Dukakis of Massachusetts
and Lt. Governor Thomas P. O’'Neill, III, who has spent considerabdle time working
with our congressional delegation in an attempt to change the statutory lmit on
federal spending established in 1972.

At its 1978 winter meeting, the National Governor’'s Asscclation unanimously
adopted a policy resolution endorsing the “basic soundness” of Title XX in that
it “provides states with the flexibility they need to cut across traditional program
lines to identify the needs of people and then develop the service mix that best
meets those needs.” In the same resolution the Governors cited the negative
impact of the federal spending celling as the major impediment to the effective
implementation of the law. The Governors called upon Congress to “raise the
t(;deral expenditure ceiling for Title XX in a rational manner over a period
of years.”

The Natifonal Governors' Association therefore strongly supports and is ex-
tremely plcased with the provision of HR 12973 and a simllar measure introduced
in the Senate by Senators Dole and Gravel that would raise the permanent
entitlement for Title XX from its present $2.5 billion level to $2.9 billion in fiscal
1979, to $3.15 billion in fiscal 1880, and to $3.45 billion in and after fiscal 1981,
These increases, while modest in the sense they represent little more than
projected increases in the cost of living, are essential if the innovative planning
elements incorporated by the Congress in Title XX are to develop. As you well
know, Title XX did not represent a new program as much as it representéd a new
planning framework in which the federal and state governments were to work
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together to bring about more effective and efficfent supportive social services.
Good planning, however, takes time and money. A three-year increase in the
celling is essential, in my view, if the Title XX planning process, which is the
keystone of an effective service delivery system, is to function. But states have
been unable to plan for anything more than cost containment and service reduec-
tion. If the ceiling is increased for one-year only, the states will continue to be
frustrated in their planning efforts, and a year from now the cycle of cost
containment and service reduction will be repeated.

In addition the legislative process of the Congress is not synchronized with
the planning process of the states. We have already completed our FY 1980
planning cycle in Massachusetts and have published a plan. And yet we do not
know, as of this moment, what our ceiling will be in FY 1980. It is imperative
that the states have an opportunity to make Title XX work for them for a period
of years without having concerns about the ceiling being paramount in their
planning.

My service in Massachusetts state government, first as Commissioner of Publie
Welfare, and since 1976 as Secretary of Human Services, corresponds almost
precisely with the life of Title XX. I would like to tell you what Title XX has
meant to Massachusetts, as well as to share with you some examples of its impact
on other states.

Clearly, Title XX has spawned progress in the planning and delivery of social
services in Massachusetts. Public participation in the planning process has
occurred through six regional planning committees and public hearings on the
service plan. The 1980 planning cycle also iucluded 40 area hearings in conjunc-
tion with an area-based human services planning and delivery concept we are
developing in Massachusetts.

The program has increased coordination among the nine state agencies
agelivering Title XX funded services. Agencies are now using common definitions
of services, which has improved accountability and facilitated more cost effective
service delivery. Steps have been taken to coordinate services provided to over-
lapping client groups by different agencies.

The planning process has helped us make budget decisions based on indications
of need among services and programs and has also allowed us to assess the flow
of funds among areas of the state in terms of their need for services.

Title XX funds have been used in Massachusetts to expand a variety of social
service programs. Day care, for example, accounts for the largest single expendi-
ture under Title XX. In 1975 Massachusetts spent $16.5 million for day care.
The program will nearly double in the current fiscal year to $29.6 million.

Home care services have doubled since F'Y 1976. These programs offer home-
maker and chore services and transportation, primarily to the elderly, and help
reduce the need for more costly nursing home or institutional care.

The majority of services under Title XX are provided by the Department of
Public Welfare’s Office of Social Services. The Department’s social services budget
for this year increased by $19 million over 1978, the major portion going into
three priority areas: protective services for abused and neglected children,
t:doptlon and foster care, and programs for Children in Need@ of Services

CHINS).

Protective services alone will increase from $9.5 milllon last year to $18
million in FY 1979, including $250,000 for services to battered women. The Title
XX needs assessment process has identified a growing need for services to these
women.

We have been living through a protective services crisls in Massachusetts.
Several children have died, and those tragedies have heightened public awareness
of the problem of child abuse. T doubt that the actual instance of abuse has
increased significantly, but we are hearing about potential cases much more
frequently now. Nelghbors who once chose not to get involved have read too
many stories about children being thrown out in the trash by their parents to
ignore the cries next door any longer.

Reports of child abuse have risen from 43 per week in 1975 to more than 800
per week now, We will be installing a 24-hour statewide emergency ‘hotline” by
January, 1979, and our experience in parts of the state where a “hotline” is
already operational leads us to expect a 200 percent increase in reports of abuse
and neglect. These increases will add to the need for day care, homemaker
service and professional staff to provide supportive counseling.

We have made good use of Title XX funds, but we need to do more. Since we

35-906 0 - 79 - 6
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reached our federal celling in fiscal 1977, our purchasin wer has erod -
siderably. Once a state reaches the ceiling, every addltlon%lp:tate dollar bug‘sl :g;ly
one quarter of services under the ceiling. The $35 million Massachusetts spent
above the celling in 1977, for example, purchased only as much as $8.75 million
bought under the celling. The expenditure limit thus poses a real obstacle to
future expansion of services,

Unlike many states, we have been fortunate in Massachusetts in that we have
been able to persuade our Legislature to appropriate additional state dollars for
social services to offset the steady decline in federal Title XX funds. But, as is true
across the land, our Legislature Lias lately fallen into the grip of ‘“Proposition 13
Fever,” and I fear that their generosity will not continue, if we are not released
from the current ceiling, families in need throughout Massachusetts will not be
served; children who could be reunited with their families or placed in perma-
nent adoptive homes will remain in foster care; and many elderly persons who,
with adequate supportive services, could live useful lives in the community, will
remain in nursing homes.

Our experience in Massachusetts is not unique. Virtually every state has now
reached the federal expenditure ceiling. A review of the responses of other states
to congressional inquirles as to the impact of the ceiling on planning and service
delivery indicates an overwhelming need across the nation for increased Title
XX funding. Let me share a few excerpts from the responses of the States:

Coloradn: The ceiling has, in effect, locked the Department into attempting to
maintain programs and services to the same client groups for whom prior com-
mitments were made several years ago with a rapidly shrinking purchasing
power. Consequently, no major new programs or groups of clients have been added
in the past five years.

Louisiana: Because there are no additional funds to plan for, planning activi-
ties have centered on the allocatlon of resources for existing programs. Since
there are not sufficient federal funds available to allow us to keep up with infia-
tion, demonstration and innovative projects have not been implemented.

Kentucky: Lack of additional funds to begin much-needed programs or to ex-
pand existing programs has lessened citizen interest in planning . . . planning for
the unattainable is not too interesting.

New York: Planning In New York has been more an exercise in cost contain-
ment and services reduction than planning. The ceiling and the state/local fiscal
crises have prevented innovative program development. In New York we have
planned which services to reduce, eliminate or restrict.

Hawaii: Since we are at the Title XX fund ceiling, no additional federal funds
are available for our use. There are no supplementary state funds either. We have
no choice but to move toward eligibility constriction and service reduction.

Over and over the story is repeated by the states. I belleve it is clear that the
Congress must act now to resolve what is clearly a universal problem for the
states and their people.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise one other issue that I know is of concern
to you: that is, the present formula under which Title XX funds are allocated to
the states. Since the formula is based solely on precentage of population, states
like yours and mine whose population is growing at a slower pace than the rest
of the nation are penalized. In Massachusetts we lose a half-million dollars a year
under the present formula, Our share of the population is expected to decline
from 2.785 percent in 1970 to 2.673 percent in 1980 and 2.612 percent in 1985. This
long-range decline will further decrease our share of Title XX reimbursements.
But the demand for services continues to increase in the face of declining federal

revenues.
I belleve the Congress ought to take another look at the formula. Population

alone does not reflect the need for service among the citizens of a particular state.
Other indices such as unemployment rates and public assistance caseloads more
accurately measure demand for services. And I think one can make a reasonable
argument that those people who are leaving the older urban states in the North-
east for the new upportunities of the Sun Belt and elsewhere are not the ones
who need us most ; it is those who stay behind because of age or poverty or dis-
abilities who look to the state and federal government for help. I belleve we must

r nd.
o husetts would certainly benefit from a change in the formula,

So while Massac
I believe it would be a serlous mistake and a grave disservice to all the states who
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are struggling with the restrictions of the present celling if our
the formula were allowed to delay action on H.R. 1297.?..g Incrgas?grglcﬁggsc:ﬂ?:;
over the next three years must be our prime concern at this time. I hope you will
examine the formula, but I hope you will do it, not in the rush toward adjourn-
g;gglt whehr;lw(teh rlsl: tthe loss oltl thgd more important issues, but rather in the next
on while the states are allowed to proceed with the ge;

increased funding woulgd afford. ! seouine planning process

My appearance before you today, Mr, Chairman. will be one of my last official
acts as Massachusetts Secretary of Human Services. I will leave the cabinet on
September 1. I am very proud of the record of the Dukakis Administration in re-
sponding to human needs. There is much more to be done, however, and we need
your help to finish what we’ve started. If my testimony here today could contrib-
ute In any way to the approval of a three-year increase in the Title XX celling,
it would greéatly enhance the legacy I hope to leave behind. For I do believe that
the future of social services in all of the states depends, in rather large measure,
upon your actions in the next few days with regard to HR 12978.

I urge you to act favorably on this vital legislation. I have submitted along
with my prepared testimony copies of & paper by Lt. Governor O'Neill which
relates in more detail the Massachusetts experience under Title XX.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
Boston, Mass., March 27, 1978.
To: Massachusetts congressional delegation.
From : Lieutenant Governor Thomas P. O'Nelll, III.
Subject : Title XX social services program.

I urgently request your support for legislation to increase the ceiling on Title
XX Social Services programs, Massachusetts joins with the National Governor’s
Association in a call for a change in the limit set in 1972, An amendment to H.R.
7200 will be offered in the Senate when the bill reaches the ficor in April. U.S.
Representatives Fraser and Keyes have filed a companion biil in the House, H.R.

10833.
INTRODUCTION

Title XX, enacted in 1975, redefined the federal role in social services by replac-
ing a series of categorical programs with broad national goals, an open ptanning
process and state flexibility to shape services to client needs. Congress continued
the $2.5 billion ceiling contained in Title IV A, predecessor to Title XX, It also
continued the population based allocation which sets individual state ceilings
based on their relative share of the nation’s population,

The legislation has spawned progress in Massachusetts. Public participation in
the planning has occurred through six regional planning committees and publie
hearings on the service plan. The 1980 planning cycle will include 40 arew. hear-
ings in conjunction with an area based human services planning and delivery
concept being developed in the state.

The program has Increased coordination among the nine state agencles deliver-
ing Title XX services. Agencies are now using common definitions of services
which has improved accountability and facilitated more cost effective service de-
livery. Agenclies have found they often provide the same services to overlapping
client groups and have taken steps to coordinate those services.

The planning process has helped the state make budget decisions based on indi-
cations of need among services and programs. It has also allowed the state assess
the flow of funds among areas in terms of their need for services.

Finally, Title XX has highlighted the need to link service planning across
agency and program lines. Social services delivered under Title XX must be
planned in recognition of activities undertaken by vocational rehabilitation, men-
tal health and Older Americans Act services. These latter services need not be
consolidated into a block grant but they should be planned in a manner that

complements related services.
IMPACT ON MASSACHUSETTS
The services celling was set in 1972, At the time federal expenditures were

approximately $1.7 billlon and few states spent their full entitlement. Five years
later, 30 states have claimed thelr full amount and all states are expected to

claim their entitlement {n fiscal 1978.
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Massachusetts’ limit on federal reimbursements has declined steadily because
of the population formula. The ceiling has dropped $2 million in four years, from
$69.5 million in fiscal year 1975 to $67.68 million in fiscal year 1979.

Million
Fiscal 1975 oo oo m e $69. 5
Fiseal 1076 e e e 69. 2
Fiscal 1977 oo 68. 68
Fiscal 1978 - e - 68.2
Fiseal 1979 oo 67.6

Population growth in Massachusetts will continue at a slower pace than the
rest of the nation. Our share of the population will decline from 2.785 percent
in 1970 to 2.673 percent in 1950 and 2.612 percent in 1985. This long range decline
will further decrease our share of Title XX reimbursements. Yet the demand for
service continues to increase in the face of declining federal revenues.

STATE EXPENDITURES

Inflation, increased demand fueled by high unemployment, better recognition
of services needed in communities and the state's effort to expand community
based services for those in institutions have pushed social service budgets
steadily upwards.

The program has encouraged the nine state agencies delivering Title XX serv-
ices to develop better systems for administering and accounting for service
expenditures. In fiscal 1977, the state spent $1283 million for Title XX eligible
services. The ceiling limited our claims to $91 million which, at a 75% match,
earned the maximum reimbursement of $68.6 million.

In fiscal 1978 the state will spend $164.1 million In Title XX eligible services,
a 28 percent increase over the previous year. Without a ceiling the state could
receive as much as $119 million instead of $68.2 niillion if all the identified
services were accompanied by sufficient documentation. (NOTE: The Compre-
hensive Annual Services Plan required by Title XX identified $113 million in
fiscal year 1978 and $122 million in filscal year 1979 in services under Title XX.
The additional amounts were not included in the plan because documentation
does not warrant the additional administrative expense. Further, it must be
noted that the increases are due both to increased expenditures and better iden-
tification and documentation of current spending for services covered by Title
XX.)

The federal program was intended to encourage states to provide soclal serv-
ices. The expenditure limit poses a real obstacle to future expansion, It has failed
to keep pace with the growth in services and states are forced to expand totally
on their own.

The federal ceiling has also reduced the purchasing power of state dollars.
Once the state has met their ceiling, every additional state dollar buys only one
quarter of services under the ceiling. The $35 million spent by the state above
th;aicemng in fiscal 1977 purchased only as much as $8.75 million under the
cefling.

PROGRAM EXPANSION

Day care accounts for the largest single expenditure under Title XX. In 1975
the state spent $16.5 million for day care. The program will nearly double in
fiscal year 1979 to $29.6 million.

The stale has made a commitment to expand community services to the men-
tally retarded. Programs to operate community residences and cooperative apart-
ments will grow by 148 percent between flscal 1976 and fiscal 1979. The state
spent $3.1 million for these programs in fiscal 1976 and has requested $16.8 mil-
Hon in 1979.

Home care services, provided through the Departments of Elder Affairs and
Public Welfare, will increase from $17.9 million in fiscal year 1976 to $35.4 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1979. These programs offer homemaker, chore services and
transportation primarily to the elderly. They help reduce the need for more costly
nursing home or institutional care.

Community residence and day programs for young offenders in the Division of
Youth Services have increased from $7.9 million in fiscal year 1976 to $11.96 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1979.

The majority of services under Title XX are provided by the Department of
Public Welfare’s Office of Social Services. The Governor's budget for fiscal year
1979 for the Department stresses three priority areas: protective services, adop-
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tion and foster care, and programs for Children In Need of Services (CIIINS).
The Governor has requested an $11.8 million fncrease in these areas over fiscal
year 1978,

Protective services will increase from $7.32 million last year to $13.0 million
in 1979, including $250,000 for services to battered women, The Title XX needs
assessment process has identified a growing need for services to these women.

The demand for protective services has Increased dramatically in Massachu-
setts. Reports of child abuse have risen from 43 per week in 1975 to 150 during
1977. The Departinent now receives 1200 calls per month, Implementation of a
statewlde hotline in fiscal 1979 will increase calls by a projected 200 percent.
A similar project in Florida, with extensive advertizing, increased protective
services calls by 500 percent.

These increases will add to the demand for day care, homemaker service and
staff to provide supportive counseling.

Foster care and adoption services will be increased to fund 100 specialized
foster care slots to serve children who would otherwise be placed in costly
institutional programs.

There are some who feel the Commonwealth has not done enough to meet the
need for social services. Clearly more needs to be done. The Title XX planning
unit is completing surveys that will help the state set priorities when additional
funds become available. The state has moved ahead of the federal government
to expand service. An iucrease in the ceiling is necessary to support state efforts
to provide these services.

CONTINUED NEED FOR BERVICES

Desplte these significant Increases, there are pressing needs for further expan-
sion. In 1975 familles of four earning less than $9,900, or 69% of state median
income, were eligible for Title XX services. Inflation has reduced that income
celling to 55% of median income. Returning the 1975 level to 69% of median
income in today’s dollars would increase the number of potentiaily eligible fami-
lies by 19% or 513,000 families.

Existing resources have restricted the state's abllity to plan for and serve
children in foster care. At present, 1,000 children have been referred for adoptive
placements, yet a review of the 9,000 children in foster care indicate an addi-
tional 1,250 could be referred for adoption services.

The Department of Public Welfare has identified a need for emergency shelter
slots to handle runaways and crisis placements. The department has also iden-
tifled needs for additional legal staff to process adoption referrals and a series
of supportive and respite care services for foster parents who care for disturbed
children. Family planning services to an estimated 70,000 adolescent girls, 15-19,
who are at risk, are needed as well as expended services to unwed mothers.

A personal care assistance program has been proposed for funding in fiscal
year 1979 by the Governor. The program will help prevent institutionalization
for 300 persons with severe physical disabilities. Many more handicapped persons
could use these services.

It is clear that the state has limited resources to meet these and other social
service needs. Without additional federal funds. families throughout the state
will not receive services; children who could be re-united with families or placed
in permanent adoptive homes will remain in foster care; and many elderly per-
sons will remain in nursing homes.

CONGRESSION AL RESPONSE

In flscal 1977 Congress approprinted $200 million above the ceiling for day
care. This funding was continued in fiscal 1978. H.R. 7200, as passed by the House
and reported by the Senate Finance Commniittee, would make this a permanent
addition to the ceiling.

Both the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate Finance Com-
mittee have included funds to raise the ceiling in their recommendations to the
respective Budget Committees. The recommendation would rajse the cetling to
$2.9 billon in fiscal year 1979.

The House Committee's report says, “The Committee believes that this increase
is essential to maintain the current levels of services under Title XX. Even with
the temporary $200 million increase which has been in effect since October 1,
1976, the effect of inflation has meant that Title XX funds can only purchase
three quarters of what they bought in 1972 when the ceiling on federal funds
was established. Some states which have been at their celling for a number of
years have been compelled to cut back on important services. . . .”
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The need for a more realistic increase in Title XX funding Is clear. I ask
your support to see that legislation Is enacted this year to ralse the ceiling over
the next three years. The Natlonal Governors’ Assoclation has endorsed such
a position.

lIZIO.R. 108338 and the pending Senate Amendment would Increase the celling to
$2.9 billion in fiscal year 1979 ; $3.15 billion in fiscal year 1880 ; and $3.45 billion
in fiscal year 1981. These increases barely account for inflation and may not
promote service expansion. At these levels, states would be able to maintain the
current levels of service. Any expansion would most likely require additional
state spending.

2. Congress should also reassess the formula for allocating title XX funds. The
law provides that 50 percent of title XX services must be directed at recipients
of AFDC, SSI and Medicaid. Yet the population based formula falls to take
each State’s relative share of this population into account. States with higher
caseloads, and therefore greater demands for services, are hard pressed to meet
the needs of both reciplent and ron-reciplent groups. As a result many States
have adopted a lower income eligibility celling than the law allows.

Massachusetts has set eligibflity for free services at 55 percent of State
median income. The law allows a level of 80 percent of median income. For the
first time next year, the State will introduce a sliding fee for day care services to
begin serving those with incomes above the cut-oftf level.

Population alone does not accurately reflect the need for service among the
citizens of each State. Other indeces such as unemployment rates and public
assistance caseloads more accurately measure the rising demand for service.
Congress should evaluate these options.

3. One of the most important provisions of Title XX is its planning process.
While it is still evolving and improving each year to increase public participation
and influence resource allocations, it should be expanded. Instead of a social
service planning process, the focus should be on a wider range of related pro-
grams and services. A human service focus need not replace categorical programs
but will help bnild a better service system if these programs can be administered
in a way that agencies complement rather than duplicate one another.

Further, planning requires funding. The law does not allow States any addi-
tional funding to conduct planning nor does it provide for better information and
documentation systems. The law does fund training services outside the ceiling.
I urge that similar attention be given to planning functions.

I hope this information will be helpful to you as you consider legislation deal-
ing with social services. If you need any further information, please contact
Dr. Robert Mollica at 617/727-7214 or Teri Bergman at 202/628-10685.

SUMMARY

1. National Governor's Association position on H.R. 12973.—The National
Governor's Association strongly supports the provision of H.R. 12978 which
would Increase the celling from its present $2.5 billion level to $2.9 billion in
iiggiitl 1979, to $3.15 billion in fiscal 1980 and to $3.45 billion in and after fiscal

2. The Massachusetts erperience with title X X.—The program has increased
coordination among the nine state agenclies delivering Title XX services. Title
XX funds have been used to expand a varlety of social service programs, includ-
ing day care, home care for the elderly, protective services, adoption and foster
care, and programs for Children fn Need of Services (CHINS). Since Massachu-
setts reached its celling in fiscal 1977, the State's purchasing power has eroded
cons:derably. The expenditure limit poses a real obstacle to future expansion of
services.

3. The experience of other States.—Virtually all States have now reached the
Title XX ceiling. The responses of the other States to congressional inquiries as
to the impact of the ceiling on planning and service delivery indicates an over-
whelming need across the natlon for increased Title XX funding. Planning efforts
have been frustrated, and many needed services have been curtailed or eliminated.

4. The allocation formula.—The present allocation formula, which is based
solely on percent of population penalizes those States whose population is grow-
ing at a slower pace than the rest of the Nation. Congress ought to take another
look at the formula, taking into consideration other factors such as unemploy-
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ment and public assistance caseloads. But concerns about the formula ought not
to be allowed to delay action on the funding increase, which must be the para-
mount concern at this time.

Senator Moy~N111aN. We now have a panel of Commissioner Barbara
Blum of the Department of Social Services of New York State, and
Dr. Blanche Bernstein, who is commissioner of human resources of
the city of New York. o

I would say to Senators Curtis and Long that we invited our two
distinguished commissioners who have the hardest jobs in the country,
if not the world in this field, and they have been doing them very well.

Dr. Bernstein is an economist by profession and has brouzht to the
city of New York some rigor which is unaccustomed and perhaps in
consequence has got some unaccustomed grief. _

But we welcome you both. Commissioner Blum, would yon like to
begin ?

STATEMENT OF BARBARA BLUM, COMMISSIONER, DEPARTMENT
OF SOCIAL SERVICES, STATE OF NEW YORK

Ms. Bruat. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senators. It is a
leasure to be here with you today and to support strongly an increase
1n the title XX appropriation.

In New York gtate we have perhaps a situation representative of
certain other States. When title XX funding began, service programs
in New York State were highly developed, and for that rcason the
title XX funds immediately were allocated to cover services that had
been funded previously by title IVA and other funding sources.

As a result, one can very clearly understand that the allocations
have not been planned. We are trying at the present time to remedy
that problem, with some limited degree of success; however, we do
need changes in the appropriation if we are to sce some of our counties
that are hurting very badly, properly funded for services.

The State of New York, as you know, has gone through a fiscal
crisis during the same period that the title XX allocation for that
State has been reduced from some $220 million to $210 million. During
that same period, the inflation rate was greater than 35 percent, so
that as-I traveled about the State during the past 7 months, at 14
forums which we arranged statewide, I could hear very clearly what
the local problems are, and they are diverse. The State of New York
is comprised of 58 counties, some very urban, some very rural. But
certain needs came clear.

First of all, we need day care to help women work and to help
youngsters learn to be more self-sufficient. We nced services designed
to help our youth, our very large cohort of adolescents, toward employ-
ment. We need services to assist in preventing institutionalization in
the State of New York, to hel]p retarded and mentally ill persons re-
meain in our communities with proper services. And we need a far
greater program for the elderly throughout the State.

Those services aren’t going to be created without help from the
Federal Government, and we recognizo that there are limitations, but
we think that the legislation proposed is equitable and would allow us
to make a very good start on improving services.
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I would support the statement made carlier by one of the Senators
that it is better to provide preventive services and intervene at an early
time rather than spend our funds for the more restrictive and expen-
sive kinds of services that otherwise have to be provided.

With regard to the legislation itself, I sec the service program really
as a catalyst to helﬁ persons toward independence and higher func-
tioning, so that I think it fits very well with your own fiscal relief
package and eventual welfare reform. I would agree with you, Sena-
tor, chat it takes time to achieve major changes.

I certainly welcome the portion of the legislation that addresses
the need to work with county executives and elected officials. We do
that in New York State. I think it is sound and necessary.

We feel very strongly that a planning cycle longer than 1 year is
essential.

" Se(rilator Movx~111an, That seems to be a reported view that we have
eard.

Ms. Brun. Yes. The process now is very wasteful. I would really ad-
vocate for a 3- to 5-year planning phase. We would be willing to pro-
vide any information that would be helpful to you.

I know that Senator Curtis asked about evaluations. We have some
good evaluations of work that has been done with preventive services
as it relates to foster care. We also have some cost-benefit studies that
show the benefits of returning persons to the community from insti-
tutions, and that information, of course, would be available to you
if it will be helpful.

Thank you.

Senator MoxN1naN. My, I think you have broken the record previ-
ously set by the National Governors’ Association. We will get back
to you in questions.

r. Bernstein.

STATEMENT OF MS. BLANCHE BERNSTEIN, COMMISSIONER OF
HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION, CITY OF NEW YORE

Ms. BerNsTEIN. Mr. Chairman, Senators, I, too, am very pleased to
be here. I think I would like to start by saying that I wholeheartedly
support everything that Commissioner Blum has been saying to you.

Let me pick up on some of the things that she mentioned and give

ou some notion of the picture in New York City. Somehow the belief
Kas developed that title XX srovides the funds for all of the social
services. It simply isn’t so, and certainly not in New York City. This
current fiscal year we shall be spending something like $800 mi lion in
New York City for social services, of which about 22 or 23 percent
will be funded under title XX, and these are very serious services, the
kinds that Commissioner Blum has been talking about, foster care for
children and adoption, care for the aged, homemaker, and the home
attendant program. Indeed, one of the largest programs in New York
City is the home attendant program which permits people who are
aged and disabled to stay in tﬁeir homes instead of staying in hospitals
or nursing homes. : .

Senator MoyN1HAN. This is the theme of deinstitutionalizing—sorry
about the term, but getting people out of institutions in title XX.

Ms. BernsTEIN. And it is also a matter of saving a great deal of
money as well as permitting people to live in a less restrictive
atmosphere.



85

Two-thirds of the people whom we are serving with home attendants
would qualify for nursing home care, according to a study done by
New York State. Now, obviously in New York we have suffered the
same fate as other communities 1n that the effet of inflation has been
to reduce the value of the title XX grant, and finally, we have lost
goney because of the decline in population of the State vis-a-vis other

tates.

I would particularly like to point to an area of services in which
despite the huge sum of money that we spend in New York, we are
utterly deficient. We don’t provide services to welfare families until
there 1s a crisis or a disaster. If a child in a welfare family needs foster
placement, we will take care of that child. If a child gets into trouble
and gets into family court, we will be moving that child into some sort
of facility. But we have something like 500,000 children in the ADC
})rogram in New York Citﬁ, and we are not in any consistent or regu-

ar way taking a look at that family, taking a look at those children,

trying to figure out what is it that they need, what does the family
need, what does the mother need to help them move toward inde-
pendence. We do obviously have the WIN program, a small propor-
tion of these women are being moved into CETA jobs, helped in
private employment, but we are doing very little to help children in a
positive way beyond the day care program itself, and some of our
school programs, our programs for adolescents, and recreattion
programs.

So I do urge an increase in the ceiling. I also urge that it be increased
for the 3-year period in accordance with the proposal in the House
bill which will only partly make up for inflation, but will be a much
needed addition to the funds available for services in New York. It
will permit us to do the kind of planning which is necessary—and
again, I must. reiterate that the annual planning is a dreadful waste
of time. We must try to get it onto a 3-ycar basis, have some notion
of what resources will be available to us, and be able to make mean-
ingful use of these increases.

would just like to say a word on the subject of welfare reform. As
you know, when I testified before you some months ago, I strongly
supported the Baker-Bellmon proposals. Subsequently when the Crans-
ton-Long-Moynihan proposal was made, I supported that, and indeed
wrote a letter to the New York Times, partly answering their editorial,
and indicatin% that for me the bill presented no dilemms. The choice
was easy and I hoped it would find overwhelminﬁ support.

And I quite agree with you, Senator Long. I think 1t is unfortunate
that there are influential people in the country who take a position
that they want a basic welfare reform bill and they think that this is
not enough. I, too, think that in the long run we need to get some basic
reforms in the welfare system, but I think the proposal that is embodied
in the Long-Cranston-Moynihan proposal is one that we should adopt,
and I hope in this session of the legislature.

So in conclusion let me say, whatever welfare reform we have, we
are going to need services. The poor need not only money. They do
need help in dealing with a variety of problems. Certainly in all the
studies tImt, I did, T found that there were a great many problems in
welfare families. They have suffered from the traumatic experience
of a family split or the nonformation of the family. There was a good
deal of alcoholism and addiction. There was inadequate education,
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there was inadequate preparation for the labor market. I would csti-
mate that even if I succeed in reducing ineligibility in New York
City to 3 percent, we will still have something like 750,000 to 800,000
seople on welfare in New York. The only way that we are going to

elp them is by helping them through education, training, work pro-
grams, and social services.

Senator Moy~1uax. If I could say, gentlemen, this is a commissioner
who has reduced the number of people on welfare, so it is not someone
who is increasing it and saying we nced even more than we have.

Thank you very much, an(% I appreciate your remarks about our
welfare bill. Your letter to the New York Times was superb, and at the
time I said so.

Senator Curtis.

Senator Curtis. No questions. .

Senator Lona. Let me just thank you very much for your fine state-
ments, both of you.

Senator MoyN1HAN. But may I just—Ilet me make one point here,
and perhaps address this to Commissioner I3lum.

The States have learned to accept and embrace the block grant con-
cept as respects services. You think it works well. Well, the Long-
Cranston bill proposes a block grant approach to the basic income
maintenance program as well, and with adjustments for cost of living
which if passed would avoid the mistake we perhaps made in title
XX, which was not to give you any cost of living increase because
inflation is real.

But it just moves in an incremental way, a step further down the
social security titles, a concept that you find you can work with,

1;{3. Brom. I believe that you have heard from the Governor as
well.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Yes.

Ms. BLua. We have an interest, and of course, in the future we
would like to see further steps taken, but we find this entirely
acceptable.

Senator Moy~1naN. Senator Long, did you hear these two people
from New York State say they think you are right ¢

How many days do three people from New York State say that
Russell Long is right ¢

Senator Lona. Not often.

Ms. BernsTEIN. It is a unique day.

Senator Lona. Let me just say to you ladies, and also those in the
audience, Senator Moynihan, that one of the reasons that Senator
Moynihan and I have no difticulty getting along in these areas is that
I am willing to give the other person a chance to prove that he is right
and I am wrong, provided that he will accord me the same opportunity.

Senator Moynihan and I have no problem about that. As far as I
am concerned, I would be willing to pay my share of the taxes to help
you people up there in New York prove that I am in error about some
part of this, provided that you will accord us the same opportunity to
try something somewhere else to see if we can prove that our idea
mi%ht work better than yours.

he only way you are ever going to know for sure which idea is the
best is to try each of them on a broad enough scale—not just in a small
test tube—in a broad enough scale to permit you to judge which ideas
work and which do not.
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Since we have 50 State programs, we should be in a position to let
the States try something and see how it works, But, I regret to sa
that the Lilliputians down there in the Department make it very diffi-
cult to do this. I refer to the story of Gulliver and the Lilliputians
where Gulliver woke up in a strange land and found himself tied down
by a lot of little people who wouldn’t let him up until he promised to
do their bidding, and that is always how each Secretary of HEW
finds himself. He might go over there determined to be independent,
but it is not long before he is another Gulliver controlled by the Lilli-
putians in that %epartment. Now, those people over there had before
them a law we passed that would have permitted States to have work
demonstration projects to test out new ideas. But the Lilliputians have
succeeded in preventing any State in America from implementing that
provision. It is nearly a year since we passed that bill and they haven’t
yet drafted the regulations to implement it. So the power to write these
regulations has meant that nothing has happened. We overlooked one
thing when we passed that bill. We should have said it is against the
law for HEW to promulgate any regulations in this regard.

Senator Moy~1uaN. That’s exactly right.

Senator Lona. If someone, you or anﬁebody else, can prove you have
got the answer to all of this, I would be the first one to vote for the
money to put that answer into effect.

Now, a few years back we had a difference of opinion. Senator
Moynihan was for the family assistance plan which was proposed by
President Nixon, and I was not for it. Fmade this proposal to Mr.
Veneman, then the Undersecretary of HEW. I also proposed it to the
?ecgﬁtary, but I recall I proposedy it very explicitly to Mr. Veneman.

said:

Asg far as I am concerned, I will vote to let you try your plan right here in
Washington, D.C. where it will be right under your nose and under the nose of
Congress, We can see if it works the way you think {t would work, and I will
vote for the money to do that.

Now, maybe he didn’t authorize me to say it, but I guess by now it
is all right. It is time I said it anyway. He said : “That 1s the last place
we would try it, here in the District of Columbia.” And they weren't
willing to try it anywhere else to prove that it would work.

Now, my proposition to them was: “I am willing to let you try
your plan and I will vote for the money, provided you let us try
something else.” But they would not aFree to this. Since the Depart-
ment was unwilling to try out these plans at a Federal level, we are
going to let 50 States each decide what they want to do about it. And
we shouldn’t have thousands upon thousands of pages of regulations
and all these people coming up there to tell you that you can’t do what
makes sense as far as you State administrators are concerned.

Ms. BernsTEIN. Well, Senator Long, I can only reiterate that I
stronglg'esupport the efforts that you and your colleagues are mak(i’::ﬁ
in the Senate, and I honestly hope that you succeed, %zcause we I
this assistance in New York gtate and in New York City, farticularly.
I think that it is an eminently sensible proposal, and I think that

roposal é)lus any combination of H.R. 7200, which I take it is still up

or some discussion, can move us forward a substantial degree this year.
And then there is another year to do other things.
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Senator Moy~N1uaN. Well, we want to thank you very much. You
have been marvelous witnessss both, and you have cheered us up.
[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF BARBARA B. BLUM, COMMISSIONER OF THE NEW YORK STATE
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Mr. Chairman, Senators, my name is Barbara Blum, and I am Commissioner
of the New York State Department of Socfal Services. It {8 an honor to have this
opportunity to provide testimony concerning H.R. 12978, legislation which would
increase the permanent ceiling on Federal funding of the Title XX program,

We in New York State are encouraged that such legislation has received
favorable action by one house of the Congress and that now, the Subcommittee
on Public Assistance of the Senate Finance Committee, chaired by a member of
then New York Delegation, Senator Patrick Moynihan, has chosen to hold
hearings on this most critical issue.

As you know, H.R. 12978 would increase the federal cetling on social services
under the Title XX program for a three year period, so as to provide an additional
$400 million dollars in Title XX funds in federal fiscal year 1979, $650 million
in federal fiscal year 1980, and $950 million in federal fiscal year 1981. New York
State’s share of these funds would be approximately $30 million in federal fiscal
year 1979, and $49 million and $71 million in the remaining two years,
respectively.

H.R. 12973 is important to New York State for several reasons. First, we have
been severely disadvantaged by the existing celling on Title XX services funds.
The formula for distributing such funds to the states includes a population factor.
Since New York State’s population has been declining, our share of the funds
has been reduced by several million dollars for the last several years. In 1972,
New York State’s allotment under the closed-end ceiling was $220.5 mjllion;
for Federal fiscal year 1979 we wlill receive $210.6 million. This is & $9.9 million
decrease since the Federal government established a services funding ceiling in
1972. It should also be recognized that the rate of inflation since 1972 has been in
excess of 35 percent. As a result, New York's allocation buys far less than the
initial $220.5 million.

But while the federal Title XX services dollars available to New York State
have been shrinking for the last several years, the need for services dollars
has increased.

As you Mr. Chairman are well aware, we in New York State have spent the
last several years affectuating changes to make our welfare and Medicald
programs more efficient and less costly. As a result of a series of measures, we are
now able to project in the State's Executive Budget an increase limited to 6 per-
cent in Medicaid expenditures between SFY 1976-77 and SFY 1978-70. Bxpendi-
tures for public assistance are projected to actually decline In the coming fiscal
year. These are major accomlishments, since the annual costs of the Medicald
program alone has escalated as much as 22 percent per year during the past ten
years, and continues to escalate nationwide.

The progress which has been made to effectively control and manage these
programs has given us now the opportunity and the responsibility to focus upon
those programs necessary to minimize long-term dependency. Essentlally, if we
are to have further impact upon minimizing long-term dependency, we must
provide necessary supportive services and preventive services.

Put quite simply, another way to reduce and control costs i8 by keeping people
off welfare. But it costs money to do this—a small amount relative to the costs
of long-term dependency. These needed costs are composed of the preventive
and supportive services about which I am concerned.

One of the social issues particularly worrisome to me is the fact that a sub-
stantial amount of the public assistance caselvad in New York State is becoming
younger ; dependency {8 occurring at a much earlier age. The reasons for this
are numerous including the economy and the fallure of our institutions, such
as the schools. Job training, counseling and employment become critical. But in
addition to correcting deficiencies in these programs, other types of supportive
services are necessary. Day care for women on or in danger of going on public
assistance is the single largest expenditure of Title XX funds in New York
State. While this is a productive way of utilizing Title XX funds to reduce
economic dependency, there are other service needs. The existing CETA and
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Youth Employment T'raining Act programs are not targeted toward public as-
sistance populations, nor do they provide for the types of supportive services
necessary 1o acquire and maintain a job.

Another example of the factors expanding our public assistance rolls at
young ages is the issue of teenage pregnancy. In New York State, in 1976, there
were 64,000 pregnancies among females under age twenty. I'he rate and numbr
of pregnancies has been increasing over the past five years. Our emphaslis must
be upon prevention if we are ever to change the existing situation. But we must
ulso provide care and supportive services to pregnant adolescents and young
parents so as to minimize permanent dependency for the parent and child.

These are but two examples of the persons who require supportive services.
During the last several months, we have been holding social services forums
throughout the State and have invited persons to provide testimony on service
needs. The response has been overwhelming, but what has been most interesting
has been the similarity in needs expressed from county to county.

The need is real, and the need is more acute because of the shrinking services
dollars. Besides the fact that H.R. 12073 would expand the availability of serv-
ices funds and permit states to minimize long-term dependency, the legislation
would also provide the expansion of funds for a three year period and thereLy
permit better planning for soclal service needs.

New York State has made great strides to improve Title XX planning at both.
the State and local levels. Certajnly there are still real problems. But to Le
forced to plan on an annual basis with a shrinking budget each year and an-
certainty about any additional funds, exacerbates an already difficult process.

The true solution to the problem of ensuring adequate Title XX services funds
to states such as New York is to change the formula upon which the funds are
allocated. Funds should be distributed based upon indicators of need such as
the proportion of the population below the poverty level, and unemployment
rates. This must be our long-range goal, and I would certainly be among the
first to argue that Title XX requires major changes at the federal and state
levels. But I am also a firm believer in gradual change. As you, Mr. Chairman,
well know, in the area of human service programs, one can rarely change pro-
grams all at once.

Therefore, we in New York would suggest that as a first step, the ceiling on
Title XX funds should be raised and should be raised over a several-year period.
The second step should be the change in the formula.

The availability of supportive services for New York s a critical and often
forgotten element of addressing major social issues and thereby minimizing long-
term dependency. We believe H.R. 12973 is vital to that effort. And we encourage
this Subcommittee to act quickly and favorably upon this legislation.

STATEMENT OF DR. BLANCHE BERNSTEIN, NEW YORK CIity HUMAN RESOURCES
ADMINISTRATOR/COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate; I am Blanche Bernstein, Commissioner
of New York City’s Human Resources Administration. On behalf of the City of
New York and the City’s Human Resources Administration I welcome the op-
portunity to testify on the vitally important issue of increasing Title XX funding.

We've not studied the balance between New York City and the rest of the
country, but in this most illogical world we fall back on the old saw that what
we lose on every item we make up on volume.

When Congress imposed a federal service funding ceiling in 1972, New York
City was extremely hard hit in the area of social services. Since the imposition
of the ceiling the amount of money New York State has received each year has
continued to drop.

During the last seven years we have had a reduction of more than $5 million
in federal Title XX money coming in to New York City. At the same time
inflation has eroded New York City’s share of Title XX funds by more then $50
million. For this year alone, we are, in fact, more than $55 million behind
where we were in 1972, and that’s using a8 most conservative estimate of the
inflation rate.

In the years which followed the imposition of this celling and the creation
of Title XX of the Social Security Act in 1974, the City has been forced to
scramble frantically to shift funding out of Title XX and to cut back much
needed programs which continued to require funding under Title XX.
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Because of the imposition of the federal ceiling, New York City had all too
often been forced to maintain certain vital social services with 100 percent city
funds. With the intervention of our flscal crisis, however, even this measure
hecame virtually impossible, and we have been forced to further curtail our
social services programs.

The failure of the ceiling to reflect our needs is best illustrated by our current
expenditures.

During the fiscal year 1978-79 New York City expects to spend $808.7 miilion
dollars on social services, Yet, under the current celling less than one quarter
of this amount will be Title XX funds.

When we talk about social services we are referring not to meaningless
generalities but to specific programs and services vital to millfons of people in
this country. We are referring to: Day Care, preventive, protective, adoption
and foster care for children, home care for adults, family planning, funding
for programs at Senior Citizens Centers.

By far the largest share of soclal service program funds in New York City,
$329 million for this fiscal year, is allocated to children’s services. This category
includes such crucial service areas as foster care for children who are either
currently in or awaiting placement, also protective services for those children
who have been reported to us as experiencing abuse and neglect, and finally
preventive services for children and their families whose situation requires inter-
vention in such areas as intensive family casework, day treatment for children
and arrangement of other services. Of the $329 million expended on these pro-
grams, only $24.3 million or more graphically 7.5 percent is funded from Title
XX.

The next largest item in the social service program is Adult Services, which
includes senfor citizen centers, family planning, homemaker and housekeeper
services and protective services. These services to Adults amount to $222 mil-
lion for the fiscal year 1978-1979; $38.6 million, or only 17.5 percent, of these
costs are funded by Title XX,

The third largest item in the HRA service budget for fiscal 1978-1979 is Day
Care services for children—a program which permits parents to work or to
seek employment so that the family can maintain or eventually achieve economic
independence. The expenditure for Day Care, including Head Start, will be
$148.4 million in 1978-79, of which $113.9 million, or 76.8 percent will be Title
XX funding.

The balance of our expenditures for General Soclal Services and Administra-
tion, including information and referral and personal social services planning,
are $109.8 million, of which %14.2 million or 13 percent is Title XX.

As you know, low income families suffer a host of problems which go way
beyond a lack of money. These include drug addiction, alcoholism, and physical
violence. Thelr effects leave their mark not only on the adults in the family but
on the children. It is a devastating picture, one which we have tried to impact
through prograras such as those funded through Title XX. Yet we have con-
stantly found ourselves banging our heads at the wall of a funding ceiling which
simply doesn’t meet our needs.

New York City has been consistently over its ceiling in the past several years
desplte the fact that we have shifted funding into other areas.

In 1975-76 the New York City Title XX ceiling was $206.1 million, includ-
ing federal, state and city Title XX matching funds. In that same year the City
spent $238 million under Title XX, $31.9 million over its celling.

In 1976-77 the New York Celling was set at $198 million and New York City
spent $206.64 million under Title XX, $8.6 million over its ceiling.

In 1977-78 the City was alloted a ceiling of $192.7 million, and expects to spend
$103 million, $300,000 over its allottment.

In order to bring down these excesses over the ceiling, while still preserving
vitally needed programs, we have carried out a number of funding shifts.

One of our major shifts has occurred in home care (homemaker/housekeeper)
where the bulk of expenses are now charged under Title XIX. In fiscal 1979 we
have budgeted $200 million of which about 80 percent Is now under Title XIX.

Another area where there has been & major shift from Title XX is in foster
care adminstration, where $27.7 million will be funded through ADC-FC this
year.

These shifts, of course, have cost us dearly, since typically the City’s share of
the total funding jumps from 12.5 percent to 25 percent.

This is another drain on City tax levy funds which in this time of flscal crisis
are already overburdened.
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Even with these shifts we haven't always been able to preserve needed pro-
grams. Lack of Title XX monies har resulted in substantlal cuthacks in our senior
citizen and day care centers as well as in other programs.

The bill which you are considering, would Increase the total ceiling, In stages,
to $3.45 billion by 1981, These increases are essential to maintain the current
level of soclal services provided under Title XX and to allow for some expan-
sion of certain essential services.

We are constantly confronted with evidence of the extent of the unmet needs
of our soclal services population.

The unavailability of Title XX funds has meant that the City has usually been
unable to make homemaking or housekeeping services avallable to Individuals
who meet Title XX income criteria but not the extremely low income criteria for
Title XIX.

The result is that too many individuals are forced to face the Hobson'’s cholce
of spending down to a poevrty income level in order to receive essential services.
In some instances this has meant the loss of a home, severe stress on family sys-
tems or even institutionalization.

We estimate that about 7 percent to 10 percent of the urban, non-institution-
alized population 60 and older are at present in need of some form of Adult Pro-
tective Services. With the recent thrust toward deinstitutionalization, we in New
York State have been attempting to provide for protective services for adults
without regard to income. But without additional funds over the present ceiling
this means little in terms of real service delivery to the growing population of
elderly persons who are at risk of endangering themselves or others as a result
of mental impairment.

Our Battered Women's Program is an example of an area in urgent need of
expansion. Limited Title XX funds do not make possible adequate response to
need. There are now only 100 places for batteréd women in shelter services in the
City. Each of 3 shelters operates continually at capacity and turns away women
in severe need on a regular basis. This would be a high priority for expansion if
additional Title XX money were available.

Our preventive and protective services for children programs are also in need
of expansion. These programs are financially constrained in serving the present
population of 25,000 children who have been reported as abused or neglected every
year. We are alsno concerned with how to service children whose abuse goes
unreported.

In our Day Care Program we serve 87,700 children annually, but we believe
there are far more children in need of this service.

Our waiting lists at any one moment contain over 8,000 children, and in neigh-
borlllom;s in many parts of the city, there are little or no day care services
available.

Day Care Programs are particularly significant because they relate so clearly
to one of Title XX's most important mandates: That of maintaining or creating
gelf sufficlency and economic self support.

In addition to delivering a broad and complex program of social services
designed to help the needy with food, shelter, clothing and medical care, ft is also
HRA'’s responsibility to encourage and help the able bodied but non-working poor
to become productive wage-earning members of the community, ultimately elm-
inating dependency upon government assistance, Title XX programs can be one
of our most useful tools in accomplishing this goal.

By mandating self-sufficliency and economic self-support as part of the state
planning process, Title XX unlike other social service programs, allows us to go
beyona crisis orlented service.

Our social services programs today are too much oriented to disaster relief. We
too often can help people only at the point of crisis. For example, a family often
comes into contact with our programs only once a child has already become
delinquent, or the family has reached such a point of stress that a child can only
be helped through foster placement.

An increase in the ceiling, which this legislation proposes, will help us develop
new programs of preventive services.

To improve our attempts to meet the needs of our social services population
I have, for example, proposed a model income maintenance center in New York

Oﬁe of its goals would be developing self sufficiency and preventing dependency.
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We are therefore planning to particularly focus on younger welfare families
with children under the age of 12. It is among the children in welfare families
that we find the preponderant majority of school dropouts, juvenile delinquents,
and foster care placements. Children in welfare families are indeed the high
risk children,

Because New York City's need for increased social services is obviously so
great, we strongly urge passage of an increase in the Title XX celling.

But even this increase may not solve the whole problem of inadequate funds
for social services. .

Inflation and a declining overall population, have caused a decrease in New
York State and New York City’s share of Title XX funds relative to the rest of
the country. This is despite the fact that there has been a relative increase in
the proportion of New York’s needy citizens.

A federal formula based on a combination of need and population would be
more equitable for citles like New York which bear a disproportionate share of
the welfare burden.

The U.S. Department of Commerce, for example, has found that while the
population 65 and over represents 10 percent of the total U.S. population, it rep-
resents 12 percent of N.Y.C.'s total population. The percentage of those people
65 and over who are below the poverty level in the U.S. represents 13.8 percent
in N.Y.C. while this group represents 14.1 percent of the total city population.

In presenting this testimony to you on the urgency of increasing the Title XX
celling I want to also take this opportunity to reiterate my strong support for
welfare reform.

As you may recall I gave testimony earlier this year indicating my support of
the Baker, Bellmon Welfare Reform Bill.

More recently, I have expressed my support for the Cranston-Long-Moyni-
han proposal which would relieve N.Y.C. of approximately 70 percent of the share
of welfare costs now met by City tax levy funds.

Both broad-based welfare reform and the “no frills” welfare package, would
be much applauded in New York City.

In conclusion, I want to stress that whatever the nature of welfare reform we
still will require more money for our Title XX programs and therefore, I urge
the immediate passage of this legislation.

Senator MoyN1HAN. And now we have another panel of Mr. Edwin
Millard, who is executive director of the Parsons Child and Family
Center who is going to appear on behalf of the Child Welfare League
of America, Dr. Millard; and Dee Everitt, who is a member of the
Governmental Affairs Committee of the National Association for Re-
tarded Citizens, and——

Senator Courris. Mr. Chairman—

Senator MoyNIHAN. Sir.

Senator Currtis. I will be very brief, but I want to welcome Mrs. Dee
Everitt to this podium. She 1s one of our distinguished Nebraska
citizens who has given most generously of her time. She has also given
thought and been very helpful in planning matters, and is one of the
most dedicated individuals in reference to the work with retarded
children, and I commend her testimony to you.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. Well, her reputation precedes her to this com-
mittee room, Senator Curtis, as I am sure you know.

Senator Curtis. Thank you.

Senator Moy~N1HAN. I wonder if Mr. Millard and Ms. Everitt would
introduce their associates who have come along.

Mr. Mirarp, Thank you, Senator Moyni%mn. I will proceed. On
my right is Helen Blank who is director of the American Parents
Committee, and on my left is Candace Mueller, director of the Hecht
Institute, Child Welfare League of America.

My name is Edwin Millard.

Senator Moy~inan. Well, we thank you very much. Since Senator
Curtis is here, why don’t we welcome all of you and ask Mrs, Everitt
if she wouldn’t have the kindness to proceed at this point.
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STATEMENT OF DEE EVERITT, MEMBER, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FCR RETARDED CITIZENS

Ms, Everirr. Thank you.

I would like to preface my remarks by saying that I am the parent
of a mentally retarded daughter who is 25 years old who participates
in a community-based program work activities center whi& is funded
through title XX, and also lives in her natural home.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify before you on be-
half of the National Association for Retarded Citizens. Our testimony
is also endorsed by the National Easter Seal Society for Crippled
Children and Adults, the United Cerebral Palsy Associations, Inc., the
American Foundation for the Blind, and the American Association of
Workers for the Blind. Supplemental statements on behalf of these
other organizations are attached as an addenda to NARC'’s testimony,
and we ask that our statements be printed together in the record.

Senator MoyN1HAN. We would be happy to do that.

Ms. Everirt. Thank you.

The National Association for Retarded Citizens is a national volun-
tary organization which represents our country’s 6 million men-
tally retarded citizens, some of whom are significantly benefiting
from the title XX social services program. However, the hori-
zon will be bleak regarding social services for mentally retarded peo-
ple unless there are significant, predictable increases in the title gg(})(
entitlement ceiling over the next year.

It is a well-known fact that many States have reached their title
XX expenditure ceiling. My home State of Nebraska was at their
ceiling when title XX came into being. The lack of increases in the
title XX ceiling already has resulted in States having to cut back their
social services programs as the cost of salaries and other administra-
tive costs have grown.

Ten states, in their title XX social service plans for fiscal year 1978,
specifically provided for services for mentally retarded people. Other
S}Z:ctes have described these services as being for developmentally dis-
abled people, which includes mentally retarded individuals. Title XX
social services have become increasingly important to developmentally
disabled people in order to deinstitutionalize this population.

However, States are now telling us that their State title XX ad-
ministrators have said not to expect any increase in services for re-
tarded persons. Other States have never been able to really get their
foot in the door concerning services for retarded people since the
original title XX allocations were designated for other needy popula-
tions. In Michigan, for example, the requests for title XX moneys ex-
ceeded the State’s ceiling by $13 million. In Nebraska, my home State,
we receive $18 million of title XX moneys. This has remained stable
over the years. It is the same amount every year, in other words. Of
that portion, MR gets $5.6 million. The problem that we are facin
now is that we are currently operating under a consent decree whic!
has been mandated by the Federal courts to deinstitutionalize our one
large institution. It is very difficult to compete with title XIX moneys
which flow into the institution which do not have a ceiling on them,
and to bring these people out of the institution and try to find sufficient

35-906 0 ~ 79 - 7
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moneys to support programs for them and startup costs in the com-
munity, since title XX does have a ceiling, Under these circumstances
it is very difficult to deinstitutionalize people.

In Maine, transportation services for mentally retarded peoFle, that
were formerly srovided under title XX, were eliminated as of July 1,
1978. This is a direct result of changing priorities in Maine’s title XX
program due to insufficient funding. Maine has also denied use of the
group eligibility criteria in order to assure that available title XX
moneys go to the most needy. This has resulted in disabled children
being eliminated from participation in title XX programs because
their parents earn a few more dollars than they should above the in-
come limitations.

Proposals for new title XX services such as preschool prc:grams for
handicapped children are being turned down in Maine also. Again, the
reason cited is they do not have enough money. This inability to sup-

rt new services has many devastating effects on the lives of mentally
retarded children and ad{llts. For example, children attending the
Eublic school programs in Maine who get out of school at 3:00 o’clock

ave no place to go after they get out of school. The local associations
in Maine have attempted through title XX programs to implement
aftercare programs for these children—those whose mothers who
are working—but it has been very difficult due to the lack of funds.

Another major, often forgotten, result of the lack of increases in
title XX ceiling, is the inability of States to maintain sufficient num-
bers of competent staff and to administer these programs. Not or;(liy has
the number of personnel operating title XX programs declined, the
qulaliggy of staff has deteriorated as it has been impossible to increase
salaries.

The National Association for Retarded Citizens strongly endorses
H.R. 12973 which would raise the title XX ceiling to cover cost-of-
living increases and allow for some expansion in services.

Under the current title XX program, with the same amount of
money flowing to the States each year, States have been unable to plan
ahead for social services. Indeed, there often has been nothing to plan
unless it has been for a decrease in services. Without cost-of-living
increases, States have found it difficult to maintain even the status quo.

Planned increases foreseeable at least 2 full years ahead are needed
annually. Within 2 months all of our States will be launching on their
1980 planning. In those States where legislative action is needed to
spend Federal funds or to make available the needed match, budgets
for 1}5:80 must be processed by the legislature within the next 4 to 5
months.

States have already been put on notice of some well discussed
changes in operation as enacted in the House. Further debate on these
points at this late season will cause delays more damaging than any
minor improvements that might be squeezed out.

There 1s going to be a mi)osium in October in Minneapolis put on
by the American Pu-blicS%Ve fare Association which is to discuss the
key facets of title XX and to develop a set of recommended policy
changes for consideration by the Co and HEW. I think it would
be well for this group to recognize that fact, and that perhaps based
on the results of this symposium there will be some planning done
and some information provided to you.
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Senator MoyN1uaN. Well, this might argue for the position Secre-
tary Champion took earlier of having a 1 year act in terms of raising
the ceiling, raisinilthe level to the proposal everybody agrees on for
1979 and then thinking what next. . ,

Idon’t hold you to that, Ms. Everitt.

Ms. Everrrr. No. I am just saying that this ;tj\l'mposium possibly
could provide some of the answers to the questions that have been asked
here as to how title XX is working. There are some States that are
using title XIX in the community, and I think that is one of the
things they are going to discuss, whether intertitle transfers could be
encou , and whether particigation of special interests and special
po]pulatlons should be encouraged.

| am not so sure about the 1 year because that runs into a lot of
problems on the State level when you have legislatures who have to
provide match and to do planning. You can get tied into a real bind.

I would like to urge the adoption of H.R. 12973 at as early a date
as possible. It is getting late in the year.

enator MoyN1HAN. Right, and let me say I didn’t mean to try to
suggest you were cutting back on your proposal at all, but it certainly
would argue that we must do something.

Ms. EverrrT. I would like to close by saying that we thank you and
the members of the committee for allowing us to testify today, and we
feel that a forward step in rendering the title XX pro a viable
and effective social service program would be increased funding and
extension of aid.

Thank you.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Thank you, Ms. Everitt.

Mr. Millard ¢

STATEMENT OF EDWIN MILLARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PAR-
SONS CHILD AND FAMILY CENTER, ON BEHALF OF THE CHILD
WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., ACCOMPANIED BY HELEN
BLANK, AMERICAN PARENTS COMMITTEE; AND JANICE MUEL-
LER, CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Mr. MiLrarp. Thank you, Senator Moynihan.

My name is Edwin Millard, and I am executive director of the Par-
sons Child and Family Center of Albany, N.Y., a member agency of
the Child Welfare League of America. Parsons Child and Family
Center is nearly 150 years old, having been established as an orphanage
in 1829. During the past 19 years as executive director I have worked
to develop Parsons Center into a comprehensive, community-based so-
cial services program for children and their families. We have ap-
proximately 270 children in care at any one moment. We also serve
over 500 individuals through services to the children’s families with
a staff of nearly 200 persons. .

First of all, I want to thank you, Senator Moynihan, for providin
the opportunity to offer our total support to the recently ena.cteﬁ
House amendments to title XX embodied in H.R. 12973.

The National Conference of Catholic Charities and the United Wa:
of America join us in offering their support to these provisions. We
urge you to support the increase in the title XX ceiling and all of the
other amendments to the program, and to recommend to the full com-
mittee that H.R. 12973 be reporte(i out intact.
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As you, Senator Moynihan, observed, if the title XX ceiligg had
been increased to keep pace with inflation, it would now exceed $3.6
billion. H.R. 12973 would modestly increase the ceiling to $3.45 bil-
lion by 1981 and therefore should be supported.

During this time, as Commissioner Blum pointed out, inflation of
35 percent has further eroded the $214 billion, and in New York State
has had serious effect, with the drop of some $9.9 million during the
last 4 years.

The ceiling on title XX has resulted in increased use of State
funds—New York State is a prime example, spending over $50 million
- in State and local funds for title XX eligible services and recipients;
an increase in the number of persons who, even with very modest in-
comes, are now ineligible for service; an increase in the use of fees
for lower income recipients; and a resultant decrease in both quality
and quantity of social services funded by title XX.

In Albany County, for example, eligibility for day care has dropped
from 80 percent of the median income, down to 66.34 percent o]f) the
median family income. ‘

For example, Parsons Center is currently conducting an institu-
tional care prevention project which is designed to prevent in appro-
priate placement of children in foster care by providing intensive sup-
portive services to family. Senator Curtis, you mentioned cost effec-
tiveness and I would like to cite some statistics. This program is funded
50 percent by voluntary money, which is all of the voluntary mone
that our agency has available for this kind of a program, along wit
50 percent of State money available under the prevention programs
that Commissioner Blum mentioned before.

In the first year, of 31 children served, there was a savings of some
$67,000. In one case, five children and their parents had 86 hours of
service at $2,322. This represents a savings of approximately $70,000
if these five children had been placed in an institution for 1 year.

In 1979, it is projected that with a budget of $133,000, $1,490,700 in
institutional care costs will be saved. I would like to remind everyone
that 50 percent of that $1 million is Federal matching funds; and
so one-half of $1 million can be saved by this one program alone in
Federal funding.

Even though the New York State proposed title XX plan for 1979
emphasizes the program area of preventive services for children, our
local social service districts do not have title XX funds sufficiently
available to support this activity, and I think Mr. Murphy pointed
that out to you. Other local social service districts have expressed an
interest in this successful, well-documented program, and I do have
a documented annual report that can give you all the facts, and would
like to supply it to you later. But in any event, they have also indicated
that title XX funding is not available, nor is any other funding.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]

I. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

INSTITUTIONAL CARE PREVENTION PROJECT—ANNUAL REPORT : SEPTEMBER 1, 1976—
Avcusr 31, 1977
A. Introduction
The Parsons Child and Family Center and the Albany County Department
of Social Services have jointly applied for and received funding to prevent in-
stitutional placement from the New York State Department of Social Services,
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Bureau of Childrens Services. This grant, with matching funds from the Parsons
Chil@d and Family Center, will demonstrate that children and families can be
served in their own homes and community in order to prevent, and in some
instances, reduce the length of institutional care. This joint effort reflects a
growing conviction among professionals in the fleld of child care that, although
institutional placement is often necessary, there are instances when placement in
an institution can be avoided by providing specialized, diversified services and
programs to families.

The Institutional Care Prevention Project was specifically designed to prevent
placement of at least twenty children on referral to institutional or other forms
of foster care in Albany County during the year, and to demonstrate a method
of intervention which could prevent placement throughout the state )ver the
coming vears. Considering that the average annual cost of institutional care for
children ranges from $8,000.00 to $25,000.00 per child, the prevention of twenty
placements would represent a considerable savings to child welfare funds.

B. Theinstitutional care prevention project team

A team of workers was hired to provide the asemsssent and direct intervention
services necessary to maintain the child in his/her own family and community.
The team’s goal was to become involved with the family and child and referring
agency at the time the child was being referred for institutional care. Assess-
ment and direct intervention was provided with as much flexibility as possible
based on the family’s need and feeling of urgency, rather than on a rigid, tightly
scheduled weekly appointment system. Methods of direct intervention of the
team included traditional family therapy, delivery of “hard services” (such as
Legal Aid, financial aid) and the coordination of existing community services.

The total team consisted of the coordinator, a part-time intake worker, a
part-time secretary, a supervisor, a clinical social worker, a child social worker,
a teacher and consultative services from the Parsons psychiatric consultant. The
core team, responsible for direct intervention and provision of services to client
families, consisted of the supervisor, clinical social worker, child social worker
and the teacher. A summary of their job descriptions is included as Appendix A.

C. Target population

The population served by the Institutional Care Prevention Project were
children between the ages of four and sixteen in Albany County for whom
referral for institutional care or other forms of foster care was seen as the only
available alternative. Prevention services would also reach and have an impact
on family members other than the parents and referred child, such as siblings and

grandparents.
II. INITIATION OF PROJECT

A. Coordination with the Albany County Department of Soctal Services

The Project was designed in coordination with the Albany County Department
of Social Services (ACDSS) in consideration of their need for alternative serv-
ices to institutional care. In June of 1976, representatives from Parsons Child
and Family Center initiated monthly meetings with representatives from the
ACDSS. The purpose of those meetings was to discuss administrative and
management issues related to the Project. When specific case concerns arose at
either the Project or county level, these issues were also addressed in the immonthly
meetings,

The monthly meetings between representatives of the county and of the
Project contributed to a positive working relationship between the two agencles.

B.- Monthly reports

One result of these monthly meetings was the development of a Monthly
Report. This report included a summary of the activities of the Project team
during any one month and was distributed to representatives from the New York
State Department of Social Services, the Albany County Department of Soclal
Services and the Director of the Albany County Department of Probation.

C. Orientation and visibility activities

The Project became operational on September 1, 1976. The staff had already
been hired and began receiving referrals. Simultaneous to receiving referrals and
providing initial assessment and screening, team members were involved in
training and in making the Project services visible to the community.
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1. Staff orientation and training

Staff orientation was initiated on September 7, 1976, For four days, staff
acquainted themselves with the Project goals and the Parsons Child and Family
Center politicies and procedures. In addition to general orientation to the agency
and the project, two special workshop days were held. The first was In-Service
Training on Goal-Oriented Treatment Planning and the Implementation of the
Measurement Tools as described in the Prevention Project Proposal ; training was
led by John Carswell, Assistant Executive Director of the Parsons Child and
Family Center, also serving as the Project Administrator.

The second workshop day was an orlentation to the ACDSS. Project staff
were Included in an orientation session led by Mr. Arthur Egan and Mr. Peter
Miraglia of the ACDSS Staff Development Unit. This session focused on some
history of the department, legal mandates the department must follow, present
system of operation and some projected further plans for the department. Staff
were given & tour of the department with an introductory description of each
unit. The afternoon included reading some records from the Under-Care Unit
and an introduction to the operation and procedures of the Child Protective
Services Unit. The orientation day at the Department of Social Services was
especially usful to team members, as it provided preparation for working closely
fn cooperation with the department and an increased understanding of the
various services being provided to clients through that agency.

2. Community contacts

During September and October, 1976, team members and representatives from
the ACDSS made the Institutional Care Prevention Project visible to the com-
munity by visiting with a number of community agencies and service deliverers
who might use the Project as a resource or work in conjunction with the Project.
Thirty service deliverers were contacted, ranging from private treatment centers,
public health centers, police departments and various school systems in Albany
County. During the year, referrals from these deliverers and cooperative working
relationships indicated the useful of the activity.

8. Public information

In the process of making community contacts, several agencles requested
written information relating to the services provided by the Prevention Project
and the referral process. In response to those requests, the team developed an
informational fiyer which is attached as Appendix B.

III. PROJECT GOALS AND REFERRAL SOURCES

A. Project goals

1. To prevent institutional placemer* of children from Albany County for
whom referral to institional care is tne alternative being planned by the De-
partment of Social Services or the Department of Probation.

2. To prevent long-term institutional placement of children from Albany
County who are in temporary diagnostic respite or emergency placement.

3. To prevent institutional placement of children from Albany County in situa-
tions where foster home care is in jeopardy.

The following chart first reflects the number and type of referrals recelved
(in each category) to meet these goals. Secondly, the chart reflects the number
of youngsters accepted to receive Project services:

[Sept. 1, 1976 to Aug. 31, 1977]

Number of referrals
Type of referral Recelved Accepted
1. Recommended for institutional care. 54 26
2. 1n temporary diagnostic respite or emergency placement (at time of referrai). 1 0
3. Whete foster home care is in jeopardy 7 ]
L PO 62 31

B. Process for referral

During the development of the Project goals, it became clear that the sources
for referral to the Project were not limited to the Albany County Department of
Social Services.
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A referral process was developed between the ACDSS and the Project team. The
process allowed referrals to come directly to the Project’s Intake Coordinator
from agencies other than Albany County DSS8. Project staff would complete the
fuitial screening and subsequently consult with the ACDSS Intake Unit as to a
(ecixlon to proceed with the assessment phase of service delivery. Following the
decision to proceed with an assessment, a ACDSS representative was elther in-
volved or informed of the assessment results. The Intake Unit was notified in writ-
ing of all cases accepted for Project service.

The following chart indicates the source for all referrals received during the
year and the number accepted from each category :

[Sept. 1, 1976 to Aug. 31, 1977]

Source of relerral. ... . i iiiceeccicaeececenenaeaaan Total Accepted

A

1. Albany County Department of Soclal Smlm .................................... 3 20

2 Albany County Department of Probation. ... ..o oo oiie cviiiniciiia. 7 4
3. Others: AlblniCounty Mental Hulth cllnlc Albany County School Systems; Whitney

Young Health Clinic; private. . .. .. ... oo et ieicenacaaan 17 7

The following chart indicates the number of screening and assessments ac-
complished and the outcome (decisions) in terms of appropriateness to receive
Project services:

Screening, assessment and planning services
{Total September 1, 1876 to August 31, 1977]

Screening and assessments completed of total referrals. - 59
Decisions:
1, Appropriate for project services..__. - 81
2. Inappropriate for project services_ . e 28
Of those inappropriate :
(a) recommended to receive other community-based services. 23
(b) recommended for institutional or group home placement.. ]

10One case had not completed the assessment process by Aug. 31, 1877. Two cases,
reccnt referrals, had not initiated the assessment process.

As shown, only five youngsters were recommended for institutional care fol-
lowlng the assessment phase. Twenty-three were recommended to receive other
community-based services. After only one year of operation, the assumption made
abont this is that the assessment process itself can serve as a diversionary meth-
od. T'he intervention necessary in the assessment phase often tones down the
atmosphere of crisis, highlights some of the issues creating the problems requir-
ing placement and generates discussion of alternatives to family separation.

0. Cuase selection

The first assessment was completed on September 16, 1976. By March 81, 1977,
we had attained the first year's objective of working with twenty cases represent-
ing up to eighty individuals actually recelving services.

I'he following chart indicates the total number of children, familles and in-
dividuals served during the year:

[Total September 1, 1976 to August 81, 1977)

Number served:
1. Referred children. oo -— —— 1 |
2. Familles - ___.__ rccmce—cmc———m——— 20
3. Individuals (including siblings and sig-
nificant others) ~cccemccemcmcacacaaa - ————— 107

D, Development of the plan for preventative intervention

During the assessment phase, the problem areas are identified. When the as-
sessment phase indicates that placement might be prevented, an intensive evalua-
tion is made of family strengths and weaknesses, behaviors needing change/
modification and actual methods needed to achleve those changes. This eyalua-
tion information is outlined on the Treatment Summary and Evaluation Sheet
(1\.8. & E.) and the Specific Treatment Plan (STP). Examples of these measure-
ment tools are attached as Appendix O. An actual Project case is reflected on the
forws, but the information is disguised to insure confidentlality.
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A significant component-of establishing goals for behavioral change/modifica-
tion is a breakdown of “short-term”, “intermediate’ and *“long-term"” goals. Those
problems which require immediate change in order to prevent placement are iden-
tified as “short-term’ goals. The “intermediate” and “long-term’” goals indicate
behavioral issues in the family which represent factors causing the symptomatie
behaviors, creating the need for placement.

A T.8. & E. and STP are developed for each family recelving Project services
and is reviewed monthly to evaluate progress,

E. Description of services

A method of intervention to accomplish the goals is specified on each T.8. & B.
and STP form. Methods used to prevent placement were multidiscipline and
focused on the specific needs of the child and family in relation to their current
situation. Intervention was not confined to the traditional clinical hour in an
agency setting. Instead, the interventions were community-based—in the home, in
the school, on the front porch, or in transit to another service deliverer, for ex-
ample. Ninety-five percent of the preventative-intervention occurred outside of
the agency.

After one year of operation, we have observed that the key ingredients to
successful intervention were not so much the specific method, but rather the in-
gredients of outreach, persistence and consistency. These three ingredients
intensified the impact of any method used with a family while, at the same time,
increased mnanpower hours in service delivery.

The general methods used with the target families are: (see Chart No. 1)

1. Casework services by one worker to individual children and family mem-
bers; casework services also include meetings with sibling groups. During the
year, twenty-five children, thirteen adults representing fifteen families received
direct casework services from team members.

2. Marital relationship counseling was appropriate for those couples where
the assessment indicated the relationship to be a causative factor in the child’s
problem behaviors. Three couples recelved direct marital counseling from a
team member.

8. Family systems therapy was appropriate in the majority of families. Fam-
ily systems therapy is defined in a broad range of activitiess with the families
including the traditional family therapy session, coordinating family discussions
when more than one family is involved, and assisting in the resolution of finan-
cial crises. Twenty families received direct family systems therapy from team
members.

4. Group work for interested parents in the Project was available. The focus
of the group, held bi-weekly, was to confront problems they, as adults, were
having related or unrelated to their children., Ten adults participated in the
group.

5. Planning and coordination of collaborative services, including the school
system, local police departments and health clinics was a significant interven-
tion with many of the families. In order to have an intensive impact on a fam-
ily, awareness of the components of the total environmental system and active
dlalogue with those components is essential. Al} thirty-one cases, representing
twenty families, required on-going coordination with another service deliverer.
Approximately eleven percent of staff time was in this area of coordination
and planning. Regular contact was maintained with the Albany County Depart-
ment of Social Services and the Department of Probation regarding the status
and progress of each case. This included a monthly summary submitted to the
supervising county caseworker. Sixty-six monthly summaries were submitted to
the supervising county agencies.

8. Special Services included :

(a) Psychiatric evaluation and assessment on each case at the assessment

and planning phase. This included psychiatric time directly with the child
and/or family.
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IV, ACTIVITIES TO MEET PROJECT OBJEOTIVES

In order to meet the Project’'s objectives, specific services were developed.
This section discusses those services and the amount of each service provided
to youngsters and their families.

-A. Sorcening and asscssmonts

Screening includes reviewing all referral cases in order to evaluate appropriate-
ness for Project services. Assessment includes: (1) gathering information from
the family and involved community systems (schools, churches, clubs, health
clinies, neighbors); (2) u family assessment; and (3) in some cases, an indi-
vidual psychiatric assessment of the referred child. The assessment is followed
by a planning conference involving the family, Project staff, representatives
from interested community resources and, in most cases, a representative from
ACDSS.

The family assessment is most often accomplished by a Project team member
aud the psychiatric consultant. In some cases, especially where immediate as-
sessnent is requested, 8 team member accomplishes the family assessment, Most
initial assessments take place at the Parsons Child and Family Center. In many
cases, however, a home visit is made. We found the home visit at the onset of
referral to be useful in gathering current environmental information for assess-
ment purposes and in giving the family reassurance of the Project goals and our
outreach eomponent.

Direct psychiatric time with family members represented approximately sixty
percent of the psychiatric hours designated for Project use.

(b) Psychiatric consultation was available to staff on a regularly scheduled
basis.

(¢) Psychological testing and assessinent as requested. This service was used
for three individual children to provide diagnostic information.

(d) Speech and language assessment as requested. This service was used to
provide diagnostic information for two individual children.

E. Discharge summary

A descriptive resumé entitled “Discharge Summary” was developed on each
case at transfer or discharge and was submitted to the Albany County Depart-
ment of Social Services or Department of Probation., An example of an actual
Discharge Summary is included as Appendiz D. Names and dates have been dis-
guised to insure confidentiality.

F. Follow-up evaluation
A follow-up evaluation at regular intervals following transfer or discharge to
evaluate success of intervention. An example of one follow-up evaluation is in-
cluded as Appendiz E. Names and dates have been disguised to insure confi-

dentiality.
V. RESULTS OF PREVENTATIVE INTERVENTION

A. Transfers and dischargces

Once the short-term goals are accomplished and the need for institutional
placement is no longer an issue, the team assesses community resources for long-
term assistance to the family and helps the family establish contacts with those
resources. In some cases, those resources were working in a collaborative effort
with the family during Project intervention.

Nine cases were discharged from Project services without needing residential
placement during the year; four of those required some additional services. It
is our observation that at least five additional cases could have been discharged
if appropriate resources were available. Although Albany County provides many
excellent services to children and families, local deliverers lack the manpower
and flexibility to offer the outreach component essential to maintaining these
familles as a unit.

The following chart reflects the number of children diverted from placement
at time of discharge with and without additional services, and the number of
children where placement was not prevented.

The number of Follow-Up Studies accomplished and results in terms of request
for additional services are also reflected below. Two of the three requesting ad-
ditional service wanted direct assistance from the Project team.
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Transfer and discharges: Number
1. Children prevented from institutional care at time of discharge from
project Services. . oo e
Of those:
(a) Transferred to other community service for continuation of
long-term interventlon. .o
(b) Discharged with no additional service required- - —-___
2. Children placed in foster care while receiving Project services_____
3. Followup studies accomplished- .- e
Of those:
(a) Requested additional services oo~
(b) Requested no additional services. o _____ ———

B. Status of project cascs as of 8/31/17
As of August 31, 1977, there were twenty-one youngsters receiving direct Proj-
ect services. Seven discharges are projected during September, 1977.

C. Statement of savings

Using an average cost for twelve months of institutional care of $13,505.00 (see
following chart), placement is an expensive method of treatment for children.
When residential treatment is necessary, and in many cases it is the most appro-
priate intervention, this cost is reasonable. However, when the child can remain
in community-based programs, living in his family unit, there are less expensive
treatment methods.

The following chart reflects the number of cases served, the projected cost for
institutional care and the Project budget.

W oo

[Total? Septetpber 1, 1976 to August 31, 1877]

1. Cases served. . e c—memmm e ———————— 31
2. Projected cost for 12-month institutional care. .- ______ $381, 655. 00
3. Project budget—Sept. 1, 1976 to Aug. 31, 1977 oo 83, 259. 00

t These figures are based on an estimated per diem rate of $37 for residential centers in
the Albany area used by the ACDSS, This average does not include fees for medical and
educational services.

VI. BPECTAL ACTIVITIES

Project staff recognized an important role of the team to be the education of
the community and the sharing of information concerning preventive services
with interested groups and individuals.

A. Political awarenecss and support for prcventative services

Considering that local funding for preventative services is limited and the
present demonstration projects are funded on a year-to-year basis, the Project
team hoped to present useful information to state and federal political systems.
The Project supervisor presented testimony to the Joint Health and Social Serv-
ices Committees of the New York State Legislature in February, 1977 and shared
information concerning specific Project activities with the New York State As-
sembly Chi.d Care Committee.

In March, 1977, the Project supervisor again presented testimony concerning
preventative services at the Department of Health, Education and Welfare hear-
ings held in Albany, New York.

B. Northeast Regional Conference—New York State Association for Human
Services, Inc.

The Project team was joined by Virginia Sibbison, Ph. D., Executive Director,
Welfare Research, Inc., in presenting a workshop at the Northeast Regional Con-
ference on May 13, 1977. The workshop, entitled ‘“Peter is Going to be Placed—
What the Family Can Do About It”, included an explanation of the current status
of preventative services in New York State and the specific goals and methods of
the Institutional Care Prevention Project. '

C. Albany County public schools

Project team members were also invited to speak to groups of students, par-
ents and educators. In November, 1976, the educational coordinator presented an
explanation of how Project staff apply services to the variety of needs experi-
enced by families with problems to a group of parents. The mec~ting was spon-
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sored by North Colonie Central School's Committee for the Handicapped. Sev-
eral parents at this meeting expressed interest in how family intervention could
specifically help them.

In December, 1976, a community mental health night was held at Ravena-
Coeymans High School. One of the team social workers and the educational co-
ordinator participated with approximately thirty-five representatives from other
social and health agencies.

D. “Alternatives to Family Court”

In June, 1977, the Project supervisor was invited to speak to a group of profes-
slonals, students and parents at a workshop sponsored by the Christians United
in Mission Task Force.

The participants in this meeting were involved in a discussion of the Depart-
ment of Probation and Family Court Process and alternatives for recelving serv-
ices prior to entering the juvenile justice system,

B. Parsons Child and Family Center Fall Institute

In September, 1976 at the Parsons Child and Family Center’s 12the Annual
Fall Institute, the Project team hosted five agency directors from the Preventa-
tive Services Demonstration Project, which was established in 1974. The direc-
tors discussed the findings from their projects as published in “Last Chance for
Families” (Child Welfare League, Inc.).

During October, 1977, the Institutional Care Prevention Project team, along
with Elizabeth Currie (Associate Program Specialist, NYSDSS) and John Sulz-
man (Director of Protective/Preventative Services, ACDSS), are presenting the
results of this year's project at the 18th Annual Fall Institute. The title of the
workshop is “Innovations in Preventative Services—Alternatives to Placement’.

P VII. OBSERVATIONS FROM THE 1976-19077 PROJECT

A. Referral sources

Community awareness of this concept of preventative services and of this re-
source through the outreach component of the Project proved to lie an important
factor in the number and sources of referrals during the year. Referrals for
Project services came from a variety of sources ranging fom the \Albany County
Departments of Social Services and Probation, public and parochial school sys-
tems, health clinics, private physicians and community citizens.

The fact that 28 percent of the referrals came from sources other than the Al-
bany County Departments of Social Services and Probation indicates a community
need for treatment alternatives to the foster care and juvenile system as well as
a community willingness to use such alternatives.

Project staff plan to increase visits to other community services to evaluate
methods of working together during the first year and plans for the second year.

B. Assessment and planning process

As mentioned pretiously in this report, 82 percent (or 28) of the cases consid-
ered inappropriate for Project services were recommended for other community-
based resources; only eighteen percent were recommended for care in a residen-
tial treatment facility.

During the assessment process, the staff observed that a clarification of prob-
lems and need areas led to exploring other community resources (sometimes
the referral source itself) for reaching those in the 28 cases considered inappro-
priate for referral. In a few cases, the need was to delay intervention until there
was total family commitment to work on problems; it was then explained to
the family that residential placement alone would not likely resolve the prob-
lems creating the immediate need for family break-up. In those cases, the ACDSS
caseworKker, the probation officer or other referral contact continued to he the
liaison between the family and resources for intervention. An essential ingredi-
ent for useful and successful intervention was a commitment by all members of
the family to keep the child in the home.

The assessment and planning process prior to acceptance for Project services
used approximately seven hours a week of direct staff time with clients. An im-
portant part of the assessment process also included gathering information con-
cerning the family and child’s situation from community resources. We considered
staff activities during this process to be an actual intervention with the family
system which prevents institutional placement.
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C. Success of preventative intcrvention

Effectiveness of preventative intervention is difficult to specifically determine
in actual dollars saved since the Project was originally designed to work with
youngsters prior to their admission to a residential facility. Therefore, it i8
only assumed that a child would have been admitted or would have remained in
the community without necessary services (with the likelihood of placement some
time in the future). Considering this, a plan was proposed with ACDSS to pro-
vide the following services during the second year of Project operation :

1. Increased assessments toward the goal of assisting the department in making
immediate interventions with families under stress and in establishing appro-
priate plans for any child and family ; ’

2. increased assessments and intervention with children presently in residen-
tial centers in order to reduce length of residential stay; this would be accom-
plished in cooperation with the department and the agency providing residential
care.

Implementation of this plan is dependent on the approval of the 1977-1978
proposed budget for the Project. Increased assessment would require additional
psychiatric time, as well as an additional staff member.

D. Outrecach component

One of the most significant factors in the intervention with the Project famiiies
is the outreach component. We found the families to have experienced so many
failures with traditional service deliverers that reaching out to them in their
Lomes, and in their neighborhoods, was the only way to enlist their trust and
willingness to work on need areas. Part of many families’ difficulty with the
traditional agency is the scheduled appointments between 9:00 a.m, and 5:00
p.m., at a distance, in many cases, far from their homes. Meeting in their homes
with considerable flexibility around working hours allowed parents to maintain
their job security and, in most instances, permitted all family members to be
present. Consequently, staff were able to provide direct services to one hundred
and seven individuals involved with the thirty-one children referred for pre-
ventative services.

Only one child was placed in a residential treatment center while receiving
Project services. We observed that the majority of the fanilies benefited from the
qualities of the worker's consistency and persistence of outreach, As long as &
worker was available to them, families were able to provide the supportive meas-
ures necessary to maintain the referred child (and probably siblings) in the
home.

Contacts with the workers allowed parents and other adults the opportunity to
meet some of their own needs while helping the child.

Once the short-term goals are accomplished and long-term needs related to
problem areas are clearly defined by this Preventative team, it is essentlal that
there be resources for continued supportive services, such as a weekly contact
by a caseworker to maintain family stability. The supportive services can be less
intense, but need to be consistent. Many of these chronic high risk families will
need continued service through the child’s development as in cases where the
child has been placed and returned to the family.

Through the second year, we plan to gather information on the success of the
short-term intervention and the kinds of services needed after discharge.

E. Follow-up evaluations and services

In most of the Project familles, the underlying dynamics (individual and
family) creating the child’s overt problems (stealing, truanting, etc.) are chronic.
The parents themselves are suffering from inadequate parenting and bring the
consequent deficiencies into their own families. These families can easily become
dependent, long-term clients of any service which meets their need for consist-
ency, warmth and nurturing. However, when the service is intense and short-
term, these families can fall back into previous problem behaviors once the out-
reach worker who has provided the needed consistency leaves the case at dis-
charge. These phenomena do not fulfill the expectation of the client, the worker
or the community that there has been a “total cure”. and that the problems are
eliminated. And frequently, it leads to a second request for placement.

The option to avoid the long-term dependent relationships or the feeling of
failure if problem behaviors reoccur is to create an attitude at the onset of inter-
vention that the service is designed to meet specific goals related to problem
})ehaviora. and after discharge the service is available for future short-term
ntervention.

Y
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The follow-up evaluation included as Appendix E exemplifies a family who
requested additional service six months after discharge, when they recognized
the reappearance of previous problems. Project staff have developed a contract
with this family to see them bi-monthly for a maximum of three months. The
staff and the family see the meetings as a refresher course to reinforce changes
which happened within the family during the initial intervention. -—

Project staff expect that follow-up evaluations during the second year will
reveal the need for additional service for many of these families, Project staff
will again accept these families for a brief assessment of the present situation
and, if in the best interest of the child, provide preventative services to maintain
the child in the community. This may be necessary more than one time in the
history of a family with the Project.

These same families often have a pattern of institutional placement of one or
more child at the time of every family crisis. The Project’s capability to provide
preventative services in crisis periods (when the problems overwhelm the family)
is again less expensive than fnstitutional care. For example, in the case mentioned
above (Appendix E), the initial cost of preventative service was $1,940.00. The
projected cost for the three month service contract for follow-up services is
$350.00. The total cost of preventative service is $2,2900.00 as compared with an
estimated $13,500.00 for twelve month institutional care.

The significant component of the follow-up evaluations is the family and
workers' attitudes and willingness to consider the option of reintroducing pre-
ventative services, rather than responding to the existing atmosphere of crisis
and failure. During the second year, as more families are discharged, we expect
to have more observations concerning the patterns seen in follow-up evaluations.

APPENDIX A—Staff Job Descriptions

Title : Educational Coordinator.

Supervisor : Supervisor of Institutional Care Prevention Program.
Hours per week : 371 or as needed or assigned.

Days per week : Five or as needed or assigned.

QUALIFICATIONS

BA in Education (Minimum Requirement) combined with someone with ex-
perience in human service delivery, i.e.. counselling, community services and
direct work with families an@ children.

GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

This person is responsible for providing, thru the school system, in conjunction
with the community and the family, educational services for the child in question
and, in some instances, the family.

It is important that this person be able to relate with all involved parties in a
manner therapeutically valuable to the family.

S8PECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

1. Gathering and assessing of all relevant information for planning around
edueational needs.

2. Upon intake, this person shall evaluate and diagnose the specific problems
faced by the child and family and make a prognosis in the area of education.

3. The worker shall develop and follow through with an educational treat-
ment plan which should include maintaining contact with the school and the
child’s family and facilitating family’s ability to support the plan.

4. Involvement with the family around their role in social issues.

6. Maintaining day, weekly and needed contact between the rest of the Preven-
tion Team around each child in question. This shall include regular recording
as required in Program.
¢ 6& Follow-up in terms of child’'s progress in the school as part of the follow-up
study. *

7. All other dutles as needed or assigned.

Job title: Social Worker I.

Supervisor : Supervisor, Institution Care Prevention Program.

Hours per week : 3734 or as needed or assigned.

Days per week : Five or as needed or assigned.
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QUALIFICATIONS

BA or BSW minimum requiren'lent, preferably with experience working with
children, families in relation to the community and available resources, BA
applicant must have at least 2 years of CSW or ACSW supervision.

GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES

This worker will be the child in question’s primary worker with the responsi-
bility of assisting the child to develop successful skills for functioning in the
family, school and community.

It is important that this worker be able to relate in a manner therapeutic to
the child in the areas of family, school and community (including public and
private agencies).

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES

1. This worker shall assess and evaluate the individual child’s needs at the
time of intake,

2, This worker shall develop a specialized treatment plan for the child and
assist child and family in following through with established goals.

3. Shall provide individual counseling with the child as needed.

4. Shall assist family around the needs and problems the child is experiencing.

6. Shall provide education for parents around child care and management as
needed.

§. Coordinating community resources for the child.

7. Maintaining communication, including recording, with other team members
as required by the program.

8. As a team member, may take on various prescribed roles, co-therapist, ete.,
as assigned.

9. All other duties as needed or assigned.

APPENDIX B—PUBLIC INFORMATION

PARSONS CHILD AND FAMILY CENTER

Imtroduction
The Parsons Child and Family Center and the Albany County Departmeat of
Soclal Services have jointly applied for and received funding to prevent institu-
tional placement from the N.Y.S. Department of Social Services, Bureau of
Childrens Services. This grant, with matching funds from the Parsons Child and
Family Center, will demonstrate that children and families can be served in thelr
own homes and community in order to prevent, and in some instances, reduce
the length of institutional care. This joint effort reflects a growing conviction
among professionals in the field of child care that, although institutional place-
ment i8 often necessary, there are instances when placement in an institution can
be avoided by providing speclalized, diversified services and programs to families.

Goals

The Institutional Care Prevention Project will be located at the Parsons Child
and Family Center, 60 Academy Road, Albany, New York and began operation
on September 15, 1976. The goals of the project are:

1. To prevent institutional placement of children from Albany County for
whom referral to institutional care is the alternative being considered by the
Dept. of Social Services, or other referring agency.

2. To prevent long term institutional care by providing intensive treatment to
children (and their families) fr